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Coupons are one of the most popular and attractive tools of promotion. 
Redeeming coupons makes shoppers feel that they are doing something good for their 
family’s budget, because coupons offer ‘savings.’   On the other hand, a coupon might 
have several negative effects on purchase behavior as well, which might ‘devalue’ the 
promoted product in the consumer’s perception. 
But a review of the literature shows a lack of attention afforded to the above-
mentioned aspects of coupon redemption. In addition, the consumer’s coupon redemption 
behavior is moderated by several factors drawn from research in the fields of market 
pricing, economics and psychology, each of which have contributed to the current study 
in their own way. Finally, there does not exist any substantive research as to why coupon 
redemption rates have been on the decline, despite an increase in distribution of coupons. 
Therefore, this research not only fills existing gaps in the literature but also enriches it by 
synthesizing views from different academic disciplines.        
This dissertation concentrates on grocery products. Data is collected from about 
2500 adults, primarily residing in the Dallas-Fort Worth area. 
The conceptual framework is based on the theory of reasoned action, which 
suggests that an individual’s beliefs influence his/her attitude towards the consequences 
of actions, and attitudes, in turn, influence the individual’s actions. Toward this end, the 
model incorporates intention to redeem coupons, intention to keep or spend savings and 
intention of how to spend savings from coupon redemption as the dependent variables, 
and several other independent variables. 
Behavioral independent variables are measured using items borrowed from 
established scales, as well as those developed exclusively for the current study.  Standard 
statistical tools such as factor analysis and accepted measures of reliability and validity 
(Cronbach’s alpha) are applied and reported, while structural equation modeling has been 
used to re-validate certain findings. Multivariate regression is applied for testing the 
hypotheses. 
Results indicate that several psychological (e.g. arousal-seeking, novelty-seeking 
tendency), socio-economic (e.g. income effect, opportunity cost) and behavioral factors 
(e.g. savings propensity, switching behavior) influence the individual’s intention to 
redeem a coupon. The current research offers several academic and managerial 
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This dissertation investigates consumers’ choice behaviors in terms of using 
perceived savings from coupon redemption on grocery purchases. The study explores 
whether income and devaluation effects are salient dimensions of coupon usage behavior. 
It also investigates how consumers spend the savings from coupon redemption: whether 
they buy more of the promoted product, a complementary product, a substitute product or 
an unrelated product. The research was conducted on U.S. residents over the age of 18 
residing in the Dallas-Fort Worth metropolitan, statistical area. 
The topic of coupons has attracted substantial research attention over the last 25 
years (Dhar, Morrison and Raju 1996; Dhar and Raju 1998; Henderson 1988; 
Narasimhan 1984). Coupons were introduced in the grocery industry as a temporary 
means to encourage new trials by competitors’ consumers, and higher purchases by 
existing consumers. But in the past two and a half decades, coupons have evolved into a 
very effective promotional and marketing tool (Bonnici et al. 1996; Cheong 1993; 
Cronovich, Daneshvary and Schwer 1997). Today, coupon usage is no longer restricted 
to the grocery industry; instead, it has become very popular with non-grocer retailers in 
industries as varied as consumer durables, fashion accessories, and clothes and apparel, to 
name a few. Industry statistics suggests that the number of coupons distributed has shown 
a robust increase in recent years (Pinck and Schremp 2006), going up from 314 billion in 
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2003 to 342 billion in 2004 (Santella and Associates 2006), which shows that coupon 
distributors see a lot of potential in this promotional tool.  
While coupon distribution is on the rise, coupon redemption rates are declining. 
This phenomenon is corroborated by both academic research and industry data. While 
coupons worth $331 billion in potential savings were distributed in 2006, consumers 
actually redeemed less than $3 billion of those. This indicates a fall in redemption rate by 
13% as compared to 2005 (Montaldo 2007). In fact, coupon redemption rate has shown a 
declining trend over the last few years: 3.7% in 2002, 3.5% in 2003 to almost 1% in 2004 
(Santella and Associates 2006). To the best of the author’s knowledge, extant literature 
does not offer much rationale behind the contradictory phenomenon of increasing 
distribution numbers and declining redemption rates. As such, this makes the current 





Findings from this study have managerial implications in the areas of pricing and 
promotions efficiency, strategy, market segmentation and branding. If the results show 
that the perceived savings from coupon redemption is spent on the promoted item itself, 
then the manufacturers need to adjust their production levels accordingly in order to cater 
to the increased demand. If the results show that the consumer uses the savings to buy 
more of a competing brand or on products unrelated to the promoted one, then the 
promotional strategy has failed to have any positive impact on the promoted product, 
which calls for revisiting the coupon distribution strategy.  
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Redemption behavior might also provide some indication to the manufacturer of 
the promoted product to identify consumers who are loyal to a specific brand. It may be 
possible to distinguish between loyal redeemers, who would have purchased the product 
anyway (without the coupon), and switchers, who switch from a competitor brand or 
product to the promoted brand or product due exclusively to the coupon. This information 
could be used to make future coupon-based promotions more efficient and/or segment-
oriented.  
Finally, if the savings are spent on purchasing complementary products, then the 
retailer might want to place such products in shelf locations adjacent to that of the 
promoted product. The retailer must also make sure that adequate quantities of the 
complementary product(s) are available to satisfy the increased demand. In other words, 
this study has relevance not only for academics but also for manufacturers, retailers and 





The main objective of this research is to investigate if, how and why consumers 
utilize their savings from redeeming grocery coupons by purchasing more grocery 
products in a grocery store. 
 
Coupon Redemption 
The Coupon Council reported potential savings by consumers of more than $300 
billion in the year 2004 resulting from coupon redemption (Rosenzweig 2006). The 
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Council also notes, based on industry reports, that coupon distribution and use(s) are 
ubiquitous. In 2004, for example, 46% of non-grocer retailers distributed coupons, while 
at most 76% of the United States’ population (regardless of income barriers and age) 
redeemed coupons. When a consumer redeems a coupon, s/he pays a discounted price 
due to the value of the coupon. This discounted price is lower than what the consumer 
would have paid in the absence of the coupon—which, therefore, offers the consumer 
some savings. In other words, a strong perception of savings is an important motivator for 
the consumer in deciding whether to redeem the coupon. Some of the secondary factors 
that influence this decision-making are the face value of the coupon, the level of 
disposable income of the consumer and the shelf price of the product (Bawa and 
Shoemaker 1987; Henderson 1988; Leone and Srinivasan 1996; Neslin and Clarke 1987; 
Reibstein and Traver 1982).  
Despite the present flourishing coupon manufacturing and distribution industry, 
coupon redemption rates have exhibited a steady decline in the recent years. This 
declining trend may be ascribed to factors such as an average expiration period of about 
three months, which might be too short for most consumers to redeem coupons or the 
percentage of coupons requiring multiple purchases, which has been at a constant 27% 
for the period of 2002-2004 (Santella and Associates 2006). Some of the other factors 
include unavailability of coupons when the consumer is ready to make a purchase and 
coupon proneness, which measures how likely a consumer is to redeem a coupon (Bawa 
and Shoemaker 1987) and consumer ethnicity. For example, Dong and Kaiser (2005) 
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show that African-Americans and Hispanic consumers redeem relatively fewer coupons 
in comparison to their Caucasian counterparts.  
Many studies have identified factors that influence coupon redemption. For 
example, research by Prentice (1962) shows that trends in sales growth of a promoted 
product, size of purchase required for the redemption, period of time since the coupons 
were distributed and level of non-redemption in the geographical area where the coupons 
were distributed influence the degree and/or rate of coupon redemption. In addition, the 
Nielsen Researcher (1977) argues that demographic factors such as the age, income, 
family size and expenditures of the consumer significantly influence coupon redemption 
rates and patterns. Ward and Davis (1978) found that a brand’s retail availability, face 
value of the coupon, competitive activity, coupon distribution, growth trend of the 
(promoted) product line, and timing of coupon distribution affect redemption rates. The 
Nielsen Researcher (1979) in a follow-up study noted that the method of distribution, 
product class size, audience reached by coupon, consumer’s “need” for the product, 
degree of brand loyalty, and design of the coupon are all salient factors that affect 
redemption rates.  
However, academic research has considered these factors in isolation of one 
another, rather than from a holistic perspective. In other words, marketing researchers 
have identified a long list of antecedents that influence coupon redemption (Reibstein and 
Traver 1982) but have failed to provide any rationale behind the alarmingly low coupon 
redemption rates. And yet, consumers saved as much as three billion dollars using 
coupons in 2004, while coupon distribution continues to be a significant source of 
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marketing expenditure that may impact consumers’ product and brand choices. Thus, the 
motivation for the current study can hardly be overemphasized. 
In addition, there appears to be a need to establish the effect of savings from 
coupon redemption, which can be achieved by drawing from both economics and 
psychology literatures. When a consumer redeems a coupon, s/he actually spends less 
than what was originally planned. In this respect, coupons enhance the consumer’s real 
income. Though the consumer does not “earn” any extra income, coupon redemption 
precipitates a feeling of “savings” that invokes a perception of creating disposable 
income. Economists term this phenomenon of increase in “real” income as an “income 
effect” — a concept strongly grounded in economics literature (Kreps 1990; Mansfield 
and Yohe 2000; Parkin 1996; Pindyck and Rubinfeld 1998; Samuelson 1986; Varian 
1999). Since “real income” represents the true purchasing power of the consumer with 
respect to goods and services (Samuelson and Nordhaus 1995), s/he acquires the ability 
to buy more of goods and services by redeeming a coupon, and this phenomenon 
engenders an income effect. 
On the other hand, a coupon might also have a negative impact on the associated 
product, its manufacturer, and the retailer or on the entire process of coupon redemption. 
This may happen due to any of the following reasons: the consumer might feel that the 
promoted product is not as good as comparable products, which is why the manufacturer 
and/or retailer is enticing consumers by lowering the price, or trying to get rid of its 
unsold inventory. In other words, coupons can potentially have a negative impact on the 
associated brand and/or product (Davis, Inman and McAlister 1992). Research also 
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shows that consumers suffer from embarrassment while using coupons (Singelis and 
Sharkey 1995) or from fear of ‘losing face’ (Nelson and Moi 2005). The negative attitude 
of family members also contributes towards consumer apathy of redeeming coupons 
(Amin and Dave 1993; Chapman and Wahlers 1999; Huff and Alden 1998). In addition, 
some consumers apparently feel that the savings (especially from cents-off coupons) are 
too trivial and as such, coupons are not worth redeeming (Cheong 1993). Dodson, Tybout 
and Sternthal (1978) invoke self-perception theory (Bem 1972) to argue that promotions 
lead to brand devaluation because consumers attribute their purchase more to the 
promotion than to the product features. Research also shows lower repurchase probability 
due to promotions. Doob et al. (1969) apply dissonance theory to predict that consumers 
do not need to have a very high evaluation of a brand selected with a promotional 
incentive because they have less dissonance to resolve. Finally, consumers who do not 
possess redemption codes (the equivalent of online coupons) while purchasing products 
via the Internet feel dissatisfied with the whole experience (Oliver and Shor 2003). Thus, 
the promoted product potentially gets devalued in the consumer’s mind for one or more 
of several reasons. This phenomenon is referred to as “devaluation effect” in the current 
study.    
The process of coupon-redemption involves a series of steps that need to be 
performed by the consumer, including searching for, clipping, storing, carrying and 
finally redeeming the coupon at the checkout counter. This puts a strain on the 
consumer’s cognitive and processing resources (Mowen and Minor 2001), such as the 
time and effort involved in the coupon redemption process. The consumer could have 
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utilized those resources in performing alternative activities. In other words, by getting 
involved in the coupon redemption process, the consumer foregoes the opportunity to 
perform those “other” activities, which can be considered the “opportunity cost” of 
redeeming the coupon. The concept of opportunity cost is widely accepted and applied in 
microeconomic theory (Kreps 1990; Mansfield and Yohe 2000; Parkin 1996). A strong 
negative relationship has been shown between coupon redemption and perceived value of 
time and effort involved in coupon redemption (Babakus, Tat and Cunnigham 1988; 
Bonnicci et al. 1996; and Shimp and Kavas 1984).  
Finally, research suggests that some consumers are susceptible to coupons, a 
characteristic termed as “coupon proneness” in promotions literature. Coupon-proneness 
is defined as “increased propensity to respond to a purchase offer because the coupon 
form of the offer positively affects purchase evaluations” (Lichtenstein, Netemeyer and 
Burton 1990, p. 56). Studies by Swaminathan and Bawa (2005), Bawa and Shoemaker 
(1987) and by Narasimhan (1984) also lend strong support to the existence of the concept 
of coupon-proneness. Consumers with high levels of coupon proneness are more likely to 
redeem coupons.  
It can be argued that the consumer’s initial decision whether to redeem coupons 
depends mainly on four factors: the perception of savings, perception of devaluation, 
opportunity cost of redeeming coupons and the level of coupon proneness of the 
individual.  
Even though extant literature provides some reasons for low coupon redemption 
rates (Reibstein and Traver 1982), the aspects of savings, devaluation and opportunity 
 8
cost and the roles these factors play in the consumer’s decision-making process have 
been largely ignored. Moreover, if retailers and manufacturers can identify the reason(s) 
for the limited success of promotion using coupons, then they will be able to maximize 
their return on investment, enhancing the promotional effectiveness of coupons. Given 
that nearly a quarter of a century has passed since Reibstein and Traver’s study was 
conducted in 1982, there is a need to reinvestigate the reason(s) for the huge gap between 
coupon distribution and redemption numbers. 
As mentioned, the declining trend in coupon redemption rates leads to a gap 
between potential and actual savings by consumers. The relative strength of income and 
devaluation effects, as well as several psychological factors might help explain 
consumers’ apathy towards coupon redemption. Understanding this would fill another 
major gap in the literature concerning this subject. The following section discusses the 
interaction between perceived savings and coupon redemption behavior. 
 
Coupon Redemption and Perceived Savings 
From an economic perspective, redeeming a coupon results in a perception of 
increase in real income of the individual, referred to as income effect. In addition, as the 
individual’s real income increases, his/her propensity to save money decreases and the 
propensity to consume increases (Kreps 1990; Mansfield and Yohe 2000; Parkin 1996; 
Pindyck and Rubinfeld 1998; Samuelson 1986; Varian 1999). Therefore, coupons can 
potentially influence the savings propensity of the individual – which, in turn, can 
influence the decision to spend or keep the savings from coupon redemption. 
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From a psychological perspective, the decision to spend or keep the residual 
savings from coupon redemption is likely to be influenced by the consumer’s degree of 
compulsive shopping behavior. According to Faber and O’Guinn (1989 and 1992), 
compulsive shopping behavior is characterized by chronic buying episodes of stereotypic 
fashion. The higher the level of this trait, the higher the intention of the consumer to 
spend (rather than keep) the savings.   
In addition, when the perception of savings is strong, the consumer is more likely 
to spend (rather than keep) the savings, in comparison to a consumer who has a weaker 
perception of savings from coupon redemption. As Cheong (1993) argues, coupon face 
value must be drastically increased to encourage higher redemption rates and prevent 
deterioration of brand equity of the promoted product in the consumer’s perception. The 
mere prospect of savings could elevate the consumer’s mood, resulting in more spending. 
Arkes et al. (1994)argue that this phenomenon can be associated with higher purchases 
on that trip, and their view is corroborated by Golden and Zimmer (1986) and Sherman 
and Smith (1987). For example, the Mehrabian-Russell (1974) psychological approach to 
retail spending suggests that positive arousal and stimulus lead the consumer to spend 
more time and money at the store. Again, from a psychological perspective, arousal has 
been found to be a significant predictor of overspending in a retail environment 
(Donovan et al. 1994)—a phenomenon that can also be related to the literature on 
hedonic consumption (Chandon, Wansink and Laurent 2000). Such psychological arousal 
leads to an immediate response, resulting in higher purchase. Using an experimental 
design, Sherman and Smith (1987) concluded that there exists a positive relation between 
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consumer mood and two dimensions of purchase behavior: the number of goods 
purchased and the total monetary expenditure on those goods.  
Literature also suggests that merely possessing (without actually redeeming) a 
coupon for the product enhances the consumer’s preference for the promoted product 
within a consideration set (Sen and Johnson 1997). Therefore, it can be proposed that the 
higher the perception of savings from coupon redemption, the higher the level of arousal 
and greater the consumer’s intention to spend the savings.   
From a marketing perspective, manufacturers and retailers are aware of the 
phenomenon of savings through coupons, the consequent arousal sensation and 
compulsive shopping behavior of individuals. However, little effort has been made to 
emphasize the importance of these factors in shaping the consumer’s purchase behavior, 
especially from the perspective of promotions. One notable consequence of an effort to 
emphasize these aspects might be an increase in coupon redemption rates. Therefore, it is 
worth casting a fresh look at the roles these factors play in helping the consumer decide 
whether to spend or keep the perceived savings from coupon redemption.  
Therefore, it can be suggested that the decision to spend or keep the savings from 
coupon redemption is influenced by four factors: the individual’s perception of savings 
associated with coupons, savings propensity, and the arousal-seeking and compulsive-
shopping traits. Once the consumer decides to spend the savings, the next question that 
needs to be addressed is if and how they spend their savings. 
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Coupon Redemption and Utilization of Perceived Savings 
A consumer is faced with several alternatives when it comes to spending that 
“extra income” from redeeming coupons. For example, consumers who have a higher 
feeling of savings than that of devaluation due to the coupon are more likely to purchase 
additional units of the promoted product itself. Specifically, the greater the positive 
difference between income effect and devaluation effect, the greater the consumer’s 
intention to buy more of the promoted product. 
However, the consumer may not necessarily use the residual savings from coupon 
redemption to purchase more of the promoted product ad infinitum. As microeconomic 
theory predicts, when an individual consumes more and more units of a product, the 
returns from each additional unit decreases. Eventually, the benefit of consuming an 
additional unit of that product becomes zero (Böhm-Bawerk 1973; Dmitriev 1974), and 
beyond that point negative. This phenomenon is commonly referred to as the law of 
diminishing marginal utility in economic theory (Kreps 1990; Samuelson 1986; Varian 
1999). It can be assumed that for a consumer, buying more of the promoted product gets 
restricted by the size of the consumer’s existing inventory of the same product, family 
size, storage space, and perishability of the product and/or health concerns from 
excessive consumption of the product.  From a pragmatic perspective, therefore, the 
consumer will buy more of that product only as long as s/he feels that the benefits 
outweigh the “inconvenience” of consuming more units of the product, or, only as long as 
the utility derived is positive. 
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Alternatively, the consumer might have sufficient units of the promoted product 
but not of the complementary product(s), which must be consumed simultaneously with 
the promoted product (e.g. hot dog and hot dog buns). Under such a circumstance, s/he 
might intend to spend the savings from coupon redemption to purchase more of the 
complementary product. This behavior of the consumer is motivated by the theoretical 
underpinning that products are consumed for utilitarian as well as hedonistic purposes 
(Chandon, Wansink and Laurent 2000; Chiang 1995). In other words, the consumer 
might utilize his/her savings from coupon redemption to enhance his/her consumption 
and enjoyment of the promoted product by purchasing more of the complementary 
product.   
In contrast to the above situation, if the promoted product gets highly devalued in 
the consumer’s perception, then s/he might intend to utilize the residual savings by 
buying a competitive product which is very similar in features, benefits or price to the 
promoted product. Such products are popularly referred to as a “substitute” in 
microeconomic theory (c.f. Mansfield 2000; Parkin 1996). Thus, the higher the 
devaluation effect, the higher is the consumer’s intention to utilize his/her savings from 
coupon redemption to buy more of a substitute product instead of the couponed product 
(e.g. using savings from redeeming coupons on Kellogg’s All Bran® to buy Post’s Raisin 
Bran®).  
Extant literature also reflects the role of coupons on the individual’s brand 
switching behavior. Research suggests that coupons encourage consumers to switch 
between competing brands or products (Gedenk and Neslin 1999; Neslin and Clarke 
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1987). For the current study, most (if not all) of the selected convenience goods offer the 
consumer a choice among several competing brands (or substitutes). Therefore, it can be 
argued that the higher the switching behavior of the individual, the higher the likelihood 
that s/he will utilize the residual savings from coupon redemption to purchase more of the 
substitute rather than the promoted product.   
Some individuals possess a disposition to try out new and unfamiliar things. 
Marketing and psychology literatures have coined the term “novelty-seeking” to describe 
this particular trait (Sproles and Kendall 1986; Sproles and Sproles 1990). The novelty-
seeking trait might motivate the individual to purchase a product that is unrelated to the 
promoted product. As such, the likelihood that an individual will spend the savings from 
coupon redemption to purchase novel products is likely to be positively associated with 
the individual’s novelty-seeking behavior (see Figure 1 for the portfolio of purchase 
options available).  
It is, therefore argued that past research has paid scant attention to how the 
consumer’s utilization of savings from coupon redemption is influenced by the strength 
of income effect over the devaluation effect, diminishing returns, switching behavior and 
novelty-seeking trait. The current study is an attempt to address that gap from a 
marketing, economic and psychological perspective. The next section outlines the context 
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Focal product category 
 The current research concentrates exclusively on grocery items that are 
considered to be part of a larger category of products called “convenience products,” such 
as milk, bread, snacks (chips, munchies, cakes, cookies), cheese, juice, meat (beef, 
chicken, pork), frozen ready-to-eat, and soft drinks (Barat and Paswan 2005). The reason 
for this is threefold. First, these products are usually purchased more frequently than 
other grocery product categories. The higher the frequency of purchase, the better the 
respondent’s recall ability with regard to purchase behavior, which is critical in eliciting 
reliable and realistic responses from consumers. Second, industry reports show that the 
highest coupon distribution and redemption rates exist in the convenience grocery 
products category (Coupon Council 2005). Out of all coupons distributed in 2000, almost 
74% were redeemed in grocery stores (PROMO magazine, as cited by the Coupon 
Council 2005). Finally, the convenience products category also includes several 
substitute or complementary products – another condition pertinent to the central 
question of this research: how and why consumers spend the savings from coupon 
redemption. 
Preferred grocery location 
As far as grocery-shopping habits are concerned, some consumers frequent 
traditional grocery stores (such as Albertsons® or Kroger®), while others prefer discount 
stores like the Wal-Mart Supercenter®, or discount warehouse clubs such as Costco®. 
Lack of consistent research data precludes drawing any strong conclusion about 
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consumers’ preferred channel for grocery shopping. In a discount store such as Wal-
Mart®, the consumer has more “non-grocery” options available on which s/he can spend 
his/her savings from coupon redemption. Since the focal product category for this study 
is convenience grocery products, the preferred channel of choice for the current research 
is the traditional grocery store as a primary retail setting for coupon redemption. 
However, respondents redeeming coupons at non-traditional grocery stores would also 
provide us usable data.  
Types of coupons 
The third and final aspect of the current research context is the type of coupon 
consumers redeem. As noted earlier, the main research question for the current study is 
how and why consumers spend the savings from coupon redemption. This study focuses 
on consumers who plan their grocery shopping and coupon redemption in advance, such 
as those who have a grocery shopping list and budget. Coupons that are delivered to the 
customer’s residence either through mail or as door-knob fliers offer the customers an 
opportunity to examine, select and assemble a subset for future redemption. In addition, 
coupons available at the store prior to the start of the shopping trip are also included. In 
other words, this study does not focus on surprise coupons. The next section introduces 
the reader framework of the study. 
 
Research Framework 
Extant literature in marketing, applied economics and retailing has looked at how 
coupons affect consumer purchase behavior (Bawa and Srinivasan 1997; Cronovich, 
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Daneshvary and Schwer 1997; Gould 1997; Leone and Srinivasan 1996; Srinivasan and 
Leone 1995; Taylor 2001) as well as on redeeming intentions (Ramaswamy and 
Srinivasan 1998; Reibstein and Traver 1982; Shoemaker and Tibrewala 1985). However, 
the coupon redemption process, when viewed from a consumer’s perspective, is not 
simple. Rather, it is the culmination of a series of steps that need to be followed by the 
consumer, which includes searching for, clipping, storing, locating and carrying the 
coupon to the store for redemption. The process gets further complicated by both internal 
and external factors. The former includes the consumer’s attitude towards using coupons, 
towards the brand or product and beliefs about the consequences of coupon redemption. 
The latter or external factors include the consumer’s ability to locate the promoted 
product, to remember to redeem the coupon, and monitor coupon expiration dates. All of 
these factors may have a pivotal role in shaping the consumer’s intention to redeem the 
coupon. According to Shimp and Kavas (1984), coupon usage behavior is rational, 
systematic and thoughtful rather than being under control of subconscious motives.  
Despite such involvement in the redemption process, coupon-usage behavior is 
perceived as trivial by many consumers (Heilman, Nakamoto and Rao 2002), which 
makes it difficult to collect relevant data from coupon users. Additionally, it is difficult to 
record the consumer’s response in a self-reported (rather than a shopping-cart) study. 
Responding to a self-reported instrument requires the subject to recall past usage 
behavior, which may be difficult, especially if the act of coupon redemption is considered 
“trivial” by the respondent.  
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In this respect, both recency and frequency of past coupon usage behavior has 
been found to influence redemption intention of the individual (Bagozzi, Baumgartner 
and Yi 1992b). In addition, coupon redemption intention has been found to be a strong 
predictor of actual coupon redemption behavior (Shimp and Kavas 1984). Therefore, it 
can be argued that for the purpose of the current study, intention to redeem the coupon, to 
keep or spend savings and intention to spend the savings from coupon redemption on 
promoted product, a related product or on an unrelated product will be considered 
appropriate predictors of the respective behavioral outcomes. As such, the current study 
obtained self-reported survey data from consumers who intend to redeem grocery 
coupons on a regular basis. 
 
Theoretical Framework 
The theory of reasoned action provides an appropriate framework within which 
the current research can be anchored. According to this theory, an individual’s beliefs 
about the consequences of performing an action influence his/her attitudes towards that 
action. The individual’s attitude towards an action, in turn, influences his/her intention to 
perform that action (Ajzen and Fishbein 1980; Fishbein and Ajzen 1975 and Fishbein and 
Jaccard 1973). In other words, the individual’s intention to spend savings from coupon 
redemption is contingent on the individual’s intention to redeem the coupon in the first 
place. Intention to redeem the coupon depends, in turn, on the individual’s beliefs about 
the consequences of redeeming the coupon as well as attitude towards coupon 
redemption.  
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Not unexpectedly, the theory of reasoned action has been widely applied in 
research pertaining to coupons. In the current context, the individual’s normative beliefs 
about the feelings of his/her close friends and relatives towards using coupons also affect 
the individual’s subjective norms (refer to Figure 2). For example, the individual might 
believe that using coupons is a “smart” thing to do, leading to a positive attitude towards 
coupon redemption; at the same time, s/he might believe that his/her close friends and 
family consider the whole process of redeeming coupons a waste of time, which may lead 
to negative subjective norm towards redeeming coupons.   
FIGURE 2  
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              PREDICTING SOCIAL BEHAVIOR,” 1st Edition, © 1980, p.8. Reprinted by    
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Thus, it is the relative strength of the individual’s attitude and his/her subjective 
norms towards redeeming coupons, which influences the individual’s intention whether 
to redeem the coupon. This intention might eventually lead to actual coupon redemption 
(Ajzen and Fishbein 1980; Bagozzi, Baumgartner and Yi 1992 a, b; Fishbein and Ajzen 
1975; Ramaswamy and Srinivasan 1998; Shimp and Kavas 1984).  
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Thus, the theory of reasoned action provides the overarching framework for the 
current research. As explained earlier, the research framework encompasses three stages 
of the consumer’s decision-making process, e.g., intention whether to redeem the coupon, 
intention to spend or keep the perceived savings from coupon redemption and intention to 
spend the savings on alternative purchases. As such, there exist several independent 
variables at each of these stages. For purposes of testing the hypotheses, the independent 
variables are arousal-seeking, compulsive shopping, coupon proneness, devaluation 
effect, diminishing returns, income effect, novelty-seeking, opportunity cost, savings 
propensity, and switching behavior of the individual.  
The following chapter provides a thorough review of the relevant literature and 
introduces the research hypotheses for the current study. After that, Chapter 3 presents an 
outline of the methods and measurement aspects of the dissertation, while Chapter 4 
discusses the findings of the study. Chapter 5 interprets the results of the analyses and 
finally, Chapter 6 summarizes the limitations of the current study, and its academic and 








In the course of the literature review that follows, a discussion on coupon usage 
trend in the US and how (if at all) that trend has changed over the last few decades is 
provided. It is followed by a review of some of the reasons why consumers redeem 
coupons. However, given the topic of interest, the discussion focuses on 1) the interaction 
between coupon redemption and perception of savings and devaluation by the consumer 
and 2) how the savings, in turn, affects consumer’s purchase behavior. The subsequent 
discussion is framed around the disciplines of psychology, economics and marketing, 
which is necessary in order to establish that coupon redemption is indeed associated with 
perception of savings by the consumer. As a result, the consumer would be motivated to 
utilize those savings for further grocery purchases.  
Coupons are available in different kinds, depending on the type of discount 
offered (buy-one-get-one-free, cents off, percent off), method of distribution (free-
standing inserts, regular mail, Internet), or its distributor (manufacturer vs. retailer). The 
following section describes the broad spectrum of coupons as a marketing tool; the 
literature review also offers the reader an idea of how extensively coupons have been 
studied in past research, and also focuses on different types of coupon usage studies, such 
as longitudinal, cross-sectional, or scanner panel-based.  
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An overview of the literature on coupon research reveals the following 
characteristics. First, while the number and dollar volume of coupons distributed have 
been steadily increasing in recent years, redemption rates have been on the decline. 
Redemption figures have dropped down to alarmingly low levels (close to one percent of 
the total number of coupons distributed) over the last few years, prompting academics to 
cast a fresh look at this issue.  
Second, there are different antecedents and consequences of coupon redemption 
behavior. A review of the literature on these factors and the formerly mentioned topics 
will form the basis for a majority of the hypotheses that the current research investigates.  
Finally, researchers have anchored their studies about coupons on several 
theoretical frameworks, which span different disciplines such as psychology, marketing, 
and advertising. Of those frameworks, the theory of reasoned action warrants particular 
attention because it is one of the most widely used in social science research and also 
forms the basis of the current study.  
 
 
Coupon Distribution and Usage 
As mentioned at the beginning of Chapter 1, coupons have been around as a 
promotional tool for far more than a quarter of a century. The first coupons were issued 
as far back as 1874 (Pinck and Schremp 2006).  Since then, the distribution and use of 
coupons have evolved substantially. What was initially confined to the grocery business 
has, at present, been accepted and popularized by non-grocery retailers and 
manufacturers to a remarkable extent—so much, so that 46% of retailers reported having 
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offered some sort of coupon-based promotions to their consumers in the year 2004 (Pinck 
and Schremp 2006). As such, this topic has attracted notable attention from academics 
and practitioners alike.  For example, a recent study by NFO Worldgroup suggests that in 
the US, Internet coupon redemption numbers (by product category) are impressive: 
groceries account for 36.9%, health care accounts for 33.3%, beauty for 32.7% of the 
coupons redeemed, restaurants (excluding fast food) 24.5%, books 23.2%, toys 22.9%, 
fast food 21.7%, computer equipment/software 21.4%, electronic equipment 21%, 
clothing/shoes 14.2% and music CDs account for 9.1% (Santella and Associates 2006).  
Actual numbers on coupon distribution or redemption vary somewhat, but a 
review of industry data and pertinent literature underlines the ubiquity and importance of 
coupons in today’s business, as indicated in Chapter 1. Coupon users save an average of 
11.5% on their grocery bills using coupons (Coupon Council 2007). Overall, 
manufacturers distributed more than $300 billion worth of coupons in 2004. According to 
a report in American Demographics (2001), the value of coupons distributed increased 
from $307 billion in 1999 to $330 billion in 2000. Nevertheless, one major concern for 
retailers and manufacturers appears to be the steady decline in redemption rates. A 
secondary problem seems to arise from a trend that loyal consumers, whose purchase of 
the product is not contingent on the coupon, redeem most of the coupons. As such, some 





Coupon Usage and the Concept of ‘Savings’ 
Consumers use coupons for a variety of reasons, but the self-satisfaction 
associated with savings (Babakus, Tat and Cunnigham 1988) seems to play a major role 
in coupon redemption. Such motivation is supported in psychology, economics and 
marketing literature. From a psychological perspective, Donovan et al. (1994) suggests 
that a feeling of savings is positively associated with the individual’s level of “arousal”. 
According to the Mehrabian-Russell model, environmental stimuli influence the 
individual’s psychological state in a positive or negative manner—which, in turn, triggers 
an “approach” or “avoidance” response from the consumer. Along similar lines, Sherman 
and Smith (1987) argue that mood states constitute a very important set of affective 
factors, which influence the behavioral outcome of the individual. In other words, from a 
purely psychological perspective, there is considerable evidence to suggest that a feeling 
of savings engendered by coupon redemption will lead the consumer to spend more time 
and money on that shopping trip. 
From an economic standpoint, when a consumer redeems a coupon s/he arguably 
pays less than the retail price of the promoted product. Thus, the individual is left with 
more disposable income and purchasing power than originally anticipated. This 
phenomenon is termed as an increase in the “real income” of the consumer. 
Microeconomic theory suggests that an increase in real income is accompanied by an 
increase in demand of goods and/or services, ceteris paribus (Kreps 1990; Mansfield and 
Yohe 2000; Parkin 1996; Pindyck and Rubinfeld 1998; Samuelson 1986; Samuelson and 
Nordhaus 1995; Varian 1999). 
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Finally, from a marketing perspective, the feeling of savings by redeeming a 
coupon has been found to be associated with several outcomes such as an increase in 
aggregate purchase expenses, increase in the number of unplanned purchases on a 
particular shopping trip or a hike in discretionary spending of budgeted items by the 
consumer. For example, Heilman, Nakamoto and Rao (2002) argue that when a consumer 
finds a “surprise coupon” in the store (at the aisle, checkout counter or as a peel-off 
coupon), there is a strong possibility that s/he will make more unplanned purchases 
leading to an increase in the size of the overall shopping basket. The authors also 
hypothesize that under these circumstances, the consumer might purchase more of a 
“treat”, a product on sale, or another product that is primed by the promoted product. This 
phenomenon of increased spending due to unanticipated gain is also corroborated by 
Arkes and colleagues (1994). From the discussion above, therefore, redeeming coupon is 
positively associated with perception of savings by the consumer and results in higher 
purchases.      
 
Types of Coupon 
 
Coupons are available in all shapes and sizes; they can be classified according to 
the type of discount, their source or origin and the medium of distribution. For example, 
some coupons offer a certain discount (cents-off), while others offer a certain percentage 
off of the retail price of the product. Some authors have focused on cents-off coupons 
(Amin and Dave 1993; Chapman and Wahlers 1999; Chen, Monroe and Lou 1998; 
Heilman, Nakamoto and Rao 2002; Raghubir 1998), while others have conducted 
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research on percent-off coupons exclusively, or on a combination of percent-off and 
cents-off coupons (Chen, Monroe and Lou 1998; Grewal and Marmorstein 1994; Laroche 
et al. 2003). The current study, however, does not distinguish between these two 
categories. 
As to their origin, most coupons are distributed either by the retailer (e.g. grocer) 
or the manufacturer of the product. Manufacturers’ coupons draw a more favorable 
attitude towards the manufacturer (or towards the promoted product) from the consumer 
and often influence the consumer to switch purchase behavior in favor of the promoted 
item (Ailawadi, Lehmann and Neslin 2001; Babakus, Tat and Cunnigham 1988; Gedenk 
and Neslin 1999; Neslin and Clarke 1987; Raghubir 1998; Reibstein and Traver 1982; 
Shoemaker and Tibrewala 1985). On the other hand, retailer coupons positively affect the 
store’s and retailer’s loyalty more than the brand loyalty of the consumer. For example, 
as Heilman, Nakamoto and Rao (2002) suggest, when a consumer who does grocery 
shopping at multiple stores receives a retailer coupon from a particular store, the 
consumer forms a more favorable disposition towards the store. Consequently, the 
consumer might make purchases from the preferred store that had originally been planned 
for another store. Some other authors who have focused on retailer coupons include 
Neslin (1990), Nevo and Wolfram (2002), and Walters and Jamil (2003). For the current 
study, however, no distinction is made between retailer- and manufacturer-issued 
coupons. 
Finally, coupons can also be categorized based on their method of distribution, 
although for the purpose of the current study, no such distinction is made. Coupons may 
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be distributed inside the store as free-standing inserts (FSI-s) available in the store 
circular, or through coupon dispensers at the aisle or at the checkout counter. They can 
also be attached to the purchase receipts (the last two types are referred to as “surprise” 
coupons by Heilman, Nakamoto and Rao 2002). In-store coupons have been the subject 
of studies by Blattberg and Neslin (1989), Dhar, Morrison and Raju (1996), Dhar and 
Raju (1998), Inman and Winer (1998) and Raju, Dhar and Morrison (1994). On the other 
hand, outside of the store, coupons may be distributed as FSI-s in magazines, 
newspapers, direct mail or through the Internet (the last category is often referred to as 
“e-coupons”). Media-distributed coupons have been studied by several authors, 
prominent among them being Bawa and Srinivasan (1997), Huff and Alden (1998), and 
Reibstein and Traver (1982). Even though some academics contest that “surprise” in-
store coupons are capable of generating higher sales (Arkes et al. 1994; Donovan et al. 
1994), I assert that there is no conclusive evidence as to which of these two types of 
coupon is more popular with consumers. The next section presents a discussion on the 
relevance of source of data to type of data on coupons. 
 
Sources of Data on Coupon Usage 
 
Based on a review of the literature on coupons, certain trends surface. Some 
researchers focus on secondary sources such as scanner panel data (available with 
retailers), the Stanford Market Basket Data or the Nielsen Clearinghouse data. For 
example, Heilman, Nakamoto and Rao (2002) have used the Stanford Market Basket data 
for their study pertaining to surprise coupons. Leone and Srinivasan (1996) based their 
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study on purchase behavior of several thousand individuals using data provided by AC 
Nielsen, in order to investigate the effect of coupon face value on redemptions. Bawa and 
Shoemaker (1987) used data from the National Consumer Panel hosted by NPD 
Research, in their study on the consumer’s purchase behavior across different product 
classes. Secondary data provides the researcher a viable option when time is a constraint. 
On the other hand, caution must be exercised because the researcher may have little, if 
any, knowledge about how and when the data was collected. Secondary data may not 
necessarily provide the information that a researcher is looking for, because it was 
probably collected for other purposes. Above all, secondary data can be expensive to 
purchase.     
Other researchers, however, have used primary data sources such as shopping cart 
information to conduct research on coupons, where data is collected directly from 
shoppers during or immediately after their shopping trip. Other examples of primary 
coupon data include self-reported questionnaires or face-to-face interviews and mall-
intercepts. For example, Bagozzi, Baumgartner and Yi (1992 a and b), Burton et al. 
(1990), Chapman and Wahlers (1999), Garretson and Clow (1999) and Mittal (1994) 
have all used primary data for studying coupons, as is the case with the present study, 
which uses self-reported questionnaires. Primary data provides the researcher more 
control over data collection, both in terms of methods and source. As such, findings are 






Theoretical Framework  
 
As indicated earlier, a few theories have motivated coupon-related research over 
the last several decades. In this section, literature pertaining to some of the most 
prominent theoretical frameworks associated with coupon redemption behavior is 
reviewed, and this also provides the groundwork for introducing the hypotheses for the 
current research. 
From a holistic perspective, the process of coupon redemption is the culmination 
of a well-planned and organized series of steps that need to be initiated and followed 
through by the consumer; for example, searching for the coupon, clipping and storing it, 
remembering to take it to the store on a shopping trip before the expiration date and 
remembering to provide the coupon at the checkout counter (Bagozzi, Baumgartner and 
Yi 1992b). These steps are even more obvious in a situation where the individual is 
browsing through newspapers (Ramaswamy & Srinivasan 1998) while at home. In 
contrast, when the consumer finds coupons in the store unexpectedly, the individual 
usually redeems them immediately. Often, coupon redemption requires the individual to 
comply with additional steps such as searching for the specific product(s) in the store, 
buying a minimum quantity and/or matching products. Thus, the time and effort 
expended by the individual in this process can be considered the “cost” of redeeming the 
coupon.  
 Some of the benefits of redeeming coupons, on the other hand, include savings 
(Ramaswamy and Srinivasan 1998), satisfaction (Arkes et al. 1994; Donovan et al. 1994), 
enjoyment (Mittal 1994; Papatla and Krishnamurthi 1996), variety-seeking (Laroche et 
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al. 2003; Narasimhan 1984) and elevation of mood or “arousal” (Donovan et al. 1994; 
Golden and Zimmer 1986; Sherman and Smith 1987). These benefits have been classified 
based on their economic (Dodson, Tybout and Sternthal 1978; Ramaswamy and 
Srinivasan 1998) and psychic (Bawa and Shoemaker 1987) dimensions.  
Such benefits can also be categorized as “utilitarian” vs. “hedonic”. Chandon, 
Wansink and Laurent (2000) argue that monetary and non-monetary sales promotions are 
capable of providing different levels of hedonic benefits to the consumer, such as value 
expression, entertainment and exploration. On the other hand, some consumers can also 
derive utilitarian benefits as exemplified by savings, better product quality or enhanced 
shopping experinece from coupon usage. Irrespective of whether coupon usage is looked 
at from an economic-psychic perspective or from a utilitarian-hedonic perspective, 
transpiring from the aforementioned operational standpoint, the consumer will redeem a 
coupon only if the benefits outweigh the costs associated with doing so. In other words, 
when an individual receives a coupon, s/he conducts a cost-benefit analysis, which helps 
him/her decide whether it is worth redeeming a coupon (Alvarez and Casielles 2005; 
Heilman, Nakamoto and Rao 2002; Nelson and Moi 2005; Nevo and Wolfram 2002).  
However, the process of comparing the benefits against the costs and arriving at a 
decision regarding whether to redeem a coupon is a complicated one. As such, 
researchers have attempted to anchor their hypotheses and findings to a framework that 
reflects this complexity, which is the main subject of discussion in the following section. 
 Past coupon usage behavior has been shown to influence intentions and future 
actions to a certain extent. Controversial findings exist regarding the mediating or 
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moderating effects of attitudes and subjective norms on present action and future 
behavior. For example, as Bagozzi, Baumgartner and Yi (1992a) point out, in some cases, 
the effect of past behavior on intention is not fully mediated by attitudes and subjective 
norms; in other cases, the effect of past behavior has a direct effect on present action that 
is not mediated by intentions (Ajzen and Madden 1986; Bagozzi 1981; Bentler and 
Speckart 1979; Fredericks and Dossett 1983).   
As indicated in Chapter 1, the theory of reasoned action provides the overall 
framework for the current study. The theory suggests that an individual’s beliefs about 
the consequences of certain actions shape his/her attitudes towards the actions. Attitude, 
in turn, influences intention to perform the action, and intention potentially influences the 
actual behavior of the individual. Applying this theory to the present context, it can be 
suggested that an individual’s beliefs about the consequences of redeeming a coupon 
influence the individual’s attitude towards redeeming coupons. As Ramaswamy and 
Srinivasan (1998) note, researchers have investigated how coupon characteristics 
influence both redemption behavior (Reibstein and Traver 1982) and redemption 
intentions (Shoemaker and Tibrewala 1985).  
One of the reasons why the theory of reasoned action has been applied 
extensively to coupon research is that it also incorporates the notion of “subjective 
norms,” which basically refers to the individual’s perception as to how his/her close 
associates feel about the act of coupon redemption by the individual. This issue assumes 
more significance in collectivist societies. Lee and Green (1991) note, “It seems logical 
that societies with strong group conformity pressures would foster strong interactions 
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between individual and societal attitudes” (p. 293). Huff and Alden (1998) corroborate 
this notion by invoking two social factors: attitudes of friends and family towards 
coupons and fear of embarrassment when using coupons as determinants of coupon 
redemption behavior. Their findings are supported by those of Green (1995 and 1996), 
Hofstede and Bond (1988), Kashani and Quelch (1990), Kaufman and Hernandez (1990), 
Singelis and Sharkey (1995), and Yovovich (1981).  
Even though some authors (Ajzen, Timko and White 1982; Bagozzi, Baumgartner 
and Yi 1982a; Saltzer 1978) suggest that the strength of the intention-behavior 
relationship varies with certain individual-difference variables (e.g. low vs. high self-
monitors; low vs. high external locus of control), such variables do not affect the 
hypothesized outcomes of the current study. The only variable in the present context that 
does not fall under the purview of the theory of reasoned action is that of “compulsive 
shopping,” in which an individual’s action is not necessarily the result of prior planning. 
Nonetheless, extant literature shows that compulsive shopping plays a key role in buyer 
behavior (d’Astous 1990; Faber et. al 1992), and as such is also hypothesized to influence 
the decision whether to keep or spend the savings from coupon redemption.  
There is overwhelming literary support in favor of intention as a predictor of 
actual behavior (Bonfleild 1974; Manstead, Proffitt and Smart 1983; Zuckerman and Reis 
1978). Shimp and Kavas (1984) have provided strong evidence that suggests that the 
theory of reasoned action can be applied to coupon usage behavior. In view of the above 
arguments, therefore, the theory of reasoned action is considered to be the most 
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appropriate and overarching framework in which the current study is anchored. The next 
section leads us to the hypotheses development for the current study. 
   
Hypotheses Development 
In terms of hypotheses development, the following sections provide a review of 
literature pertaining to research on variables affecting coupon redemption and 
consequences of coupon redemption. The variables corresponding to each stage of the 
coupon redemption process are discussed in brief. Each section concludes by introducing 
the hypotheses specifically associated with that stage of the redemption process.  
Factors affecting coupon redemption 
According to a meta-analysis (Barat and Ye 2004) of the literature pertaining to 
coupons, factors affecting coupon redemption behavior can be broadly classified into 
three categories: coupon attitude, coupon perception and coupon knowledge (Appendix 
A). Each of these three categories, in turn, consists of a few sub-categories.  
Coupon attitude, for example, incorporates consumer coupon attitude, which 
measures the individual’s overall attitude towards coupons (Ailawadi, Lehmann and 
Neslin 2001; Amin and Dave 1993; Bagozzi and Baumgartner 1990), family coupon 
attitude, which measures how the family members of the individual feel about coupons, 
as measured by Amin and Dave (1993) and embarrassment from using coupons (Amin 
and Dave 1993; Bagozzi and Baumgartner 1990; Chapman 1997; Huff and Alden 1998). 
It may be noted that the “family coupon attitude” component of coupon attitude is similar 
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to the “subjective norm” aspect of the theory of reasoned action, which provides the 
theoretical base for the current study. 
The next factor which influences coupon redemption is the construct of “coupon 
perception,” which measures how the consumer perceives a coupon. Chen, Monroe and 
Lou (1998) and Garretson and Clow (1999) have identified coupon face value perception 
and coupon discount perception, whereas Inman and McAlister (1994) and Lichtenstein, 
Netemeyer and Burton (1990) consider coupon discount rate perception, as sub-factors 
that affect the construct of coupon perception. Similarly, Raghubir (1998) and Reibstein 
and Traver (1982) suggest that the construct of coupon perception depends on whether 
the individual is value conscious and views coupons favorably. 
The third factor that affects coupon redemption behavior is “coupon knowledge,” 
which is basically an indicator of the level of information that the consumer has about 
coupons and coupon-related features, such as the face value, percent of discount and 
expiry date of the coupon. Heilman, Nakamoto and Rao (2002) and Huff and Alden 
(1998) suggest that the consumer’s degree of price sensitivity or price perception 
influences how s/he will evaluate the coupon. Such sensitivity and perception potentially 
influence the level of coupon knowledge of the individual. For example, consumers who 
are highly sensitive to price may react favorably to a small face value of the coupon. 
Moreover, Huff and Alden (1998) and Taylor (2001) suggest that the individual’s 
preference for mode of coupon distribution (in-store vs. through media) and coupon type 
(electronic coupon, FSI) also enhance his/her knowledge about the coupon features.  
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Finally, coupon knowledge of the individual is also a function of product 
familiarity and prior exposure to a product, as suggested by Heilman, Nakamoto and Rao 
(2002), Reibstein and Traver (1982) and Taylor (2001). For example, if an individual has 
been using coupons to purchase a particular product for a considerable period of time, 
unavailability of the coupon might induce the consumer to postpone his/her purchase 
decision until such a coupon becomes available. Such behavior might be more noticeable 
when the individual knows precisely when a coupon for that product will be available in 
the future, which may be due to prior familiarity with the promoted product.  
On the other hand, if the manufacturer or retailer discontinues distributing 
coupons for a product for which coupons were regularly available in the past, then the 
consumer might develop a negative feeling towards the product. Historically, such 
attempts by manufacturers such as Procter & Gamble® met with negative reactions from 
consumers, and the manufacturer was forced to restart the promotion. Finally, a high face 
value of the coupon might make the consumer suspect about how much the promoted 
product is actually worth; in some cases it might even send a signal to the consumer that 
the product is high-priced (Raghubir 1998). Under other circumstances, coupons can give 
the impression that the promoted product is actually worth substantially less than what it 
retails for. It transpires, therefore, that coupon knowledge can potentially influence 
coupon redemption behavior of the individual.  
Consequences of coupon redemption 
    
Just as several factors influence the coupon redemption behavior of the individual, 
similarly, there are several consequences of coupons on the consumer’s purchase 
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behavior. A review of relevant literature conducted by Barat and Ye (2004), suggests that 
these influences can be broadly categorized into three dimensions: those of coupon use, 
brand perception and purchase behavior. In terms of coupon use, Huff and Alden (1998), 
Lichtenstein, Ridgway and Netemeyer (1993), Mittal (1994), and Reibstein and Traver 
(1982) suggest that the level and frequency of coupon use are the most common and 
appropriate measures. Other dimensions of coupon usage include the redemption value 
and number of redemptions. 
Another consequence of coupon redemption is brand perception. Chapman and 
Wahlers (1999) find that coupons have significant effect on brand loyalty of the 
individual. In certain cases, coupon distribution for one brand triggers competitiveness 
among related brands; in extreme cases, persistent couponing for one brand even leads 
the consumer to switch brands (Lichtenstein, Netemeyer and Burton 1990; Papatla and 
Krishnamurthy 1996). Amin and Dave (1993) show that coupons not only encourage new 
trials, but some of those also convert into repeat purchases and an eventual shift in 
preference in favor of the couponed product. 
Stages in coupon redemption 
It may be recalled that there are three stages of decision-making involved in the 
consumer’s coupon redemption process (Figure 1, Chapter 1). When the consumer sees a 
coupon, s/he decides whether it is worth saving it for future redemption. Once the 
consumer redeems it, s/he needs to decide whether to keep or spend the savings from 
coupon redemption. Finally, if the consumer decides to spend the savings, the subsequent 
decision involves how to spend the savings from coupon redemption. The next few 
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sections focus on introducing the hypotheses corresponding to each of stage in the 
coupon redemption process, as laid out for the current study. Since the constructs 
(independent variables) were already explained in detail in the previous sections, here 
they are referred to only in brief. 
Stage 1: Whether to redeem the coupon 
A high face value of the coupon might suggest to the consumer that the product is 
worth substantially less than what it retails for; a coupon might also send a message to the 
consumer that the manufacturer is trying to get rid of its unsold inventory. In either 
scenario, there exists the possibility of negative influence on the coupon redemption 
intention of the consumer (Davis, Inman and McAllister 1992), and this motivates the 
first hypothesis as follows: 
H1a:  The consumer’s intention to redeem the coupon is negatively associated 
with the perception of devaluation of the promoted product due to the 
coupon. 
 
On the other hand, the consumer also enjoys a perception of savings on seeing a 
coupon, which is referred to as income effect in microeconomic literature (Parkin 1996; 
Pindyck and Rubinfeld 1998). Specifically, the higher the perception of savings by the 
consumer, the higher the intention of the consumer to redeem the coupon. This 
phenomenon leads to the second hypothesis as: 
H1b:  The consumer’s intention to redeem the coupon is positively associated   
with the perception of savings due to the coupon. 
 
From an economics perspective, the consumer could have utilized the time and 
effort expended in searching for, clipping, storing, carrying and finally redeeming the 
coupon at the checkout counter on some other activity (Babakus, Tat and Cunningham 
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1988).  This is referred to as the opportunity cost of coupon redemption, which 
potentially influences the decision whether to redeem the coupon. Thus, higher the 
opportunity cost of redeeming the coupon, the lower is the intention to redeem the 
coupon. This is captured in the third hypothesis as follows: 
H1c:  The consumer’s intention to redeem the coupon is negatively associated 
with the opportunity cost of coupon redemption.           
 
 Finally, consumers who are prone to coupons are more likely to redeem those in 
comparison to consumers who are not as susceptible to coupons. The construct of coupon 
proneness has received substantial application in promotion and marketing literature 
(Swaminathan and Bawa 2005; Lichtenstein, Netemeyer and Burton 1990; Bawa and 
Shoemaker 1987). Thus, the final hypothesis in the first stage of the coupon redemption 
process is laid out as follows: 
H1d:  The consumer’s intention to redeem the coupon is positively associated 
with the coupon proneness of the consumer. 
 
Stage 2: Keep or spend the savings 
The consumer will spend the savings only if s/he perceives a positive income 
effect (Kreps 1990, Mansfield and Yohe 2000; Parkin 1996). It might also be argued that 
if the consumers perceive the savings to be very high (or beyond a “threshold” level), 
they might choose to keep rather than spend the savings. But for the present study, such 
extreme cases are ignored, which motivates the next hypothesis: 
H2a:  The consumer’s intention to spend the savings from coupon redemption is 
positively associated with the perception of savings. 
 
However, the intention to spend or keep the savings from coupon redemption is 
also a function of the individual’s behavioral traits, as identified by his/her 1) compulsive 
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shopping behavior and 2) level of arousal or excitement due to the anticipated ‘savings’ 
from coupon redemption. Both of these traits have strong support in promotions 
literature. A “compulsive shopper” is one whose behavior is “typified by chronic buying 
episodes of a somewhat stereotyped fashion in which the consumer feels unable to stop or 
significantly moderate the behavior” (Faber and O’Guinn 1989 p. 738). Similarly, 
d’Astous (1990) notes that compulsive buying is characterized by an “extreme case of 
generalized urge to buy” (p. 16).  Evidence of compulsive buying traits resulting in bouts 
of purchase is also corroborated by Faber et al. (1995), O’Guinn and Faber (1989), and 
Rindfleisch, Burroughs and Denton (1997). In the light of the above discussion, it is 
suggested that the intention of the consumer to spend the savings will be positively 
associated with his/her level of compulsive shopping behavior, leading to the next 
hypothesis in the second stage of the coupon redemption process: 
H2b:  The consumer’s intention to spend the savings from coupon redemption is 
positively associated with the compulsive shopping trait. 
 
Psychology and marketing literatures also lend support to the phenomenon that 
coupons lead to arousal, which is generated by the prospect of savings. From a 
psychological perspective, following the Mehrabian-Russell (1974) model, Donovan et 
al. (1994) suggest that a feeling of savings is positively associated with the individual’s 
level of arousal. Similar findings are reported by Sherman and Smith (1987), who argue 
that mood constitutes a very important set of affective factors responsible for influencing 
the behavioral outcome of the individual. In other words, from a psychological 
perspective, there is considerable evidence to argue that a feeling of savings engendered 
by the coupon leads the consumer to spend more time and money on that shopping trip. 
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From a marketing perspective, the feeling of savings from coupon redemption has 
been found to be associated with several outcomes such as an increase in purchase, 
increase in the number of unplanned purchases on a specific shopping trip or hike in 
discretionary spending of budgeted items by the consumer. For example, Heilman, 
Nakamoto and Rao (2002) argue that when a consumer finds a surprise coupon (at the 
aisle, checkout counter or as a peel-off), there is substantial possibility that s/he will make 
more unplanned purchases leading to an increase in the size of the overall shopping 
basket. As indicated earlier, the authors also hypothesize that under these circumstances, 
the consumer might purchase more of a “treat”, a product on sale, or another product that 
is primed by the promoted product. This phenomenon of increased spending due to an 
unanticipated gain has also been corroborated by Arkes and colleagues (1994). In light of 
this discussion, the individual’s intention to spend the savings from coupon redemption is 
positively associated with the degree of arousal or excitement generated by the coupon, 
resulting in the next hypothesis: 
H2c:  The consumer’s intention to spend the savings from coupon redemption is 
positively associated with the feeling of arousal generated by the coupon. 
  
Finally, whether the consumer spends or keeps the savings from coupon 
redemption will also be influenced by the savings propensity of the individual. Economic 
theory suggests that as the individual’s real income increases, his/her savings increases 
less than proportionately (Kreps 1990, Varian 1999). In other words, when a consumer 
perceives some savings from coupon redemption, s/he is more likely to spend rather than 
keep the savings. This phenomenon of diminishing savings propensity is the basis for the 
last hypothesis in the second stage of coupon redemption process: 
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H2d:  The consumer’s intention to spend the savings from coupon redemption is 
negatively associated with the savings propensity. 
 
In terms of spending perceived savings from coupon redemption, the customer 
has more than one option available. As discussed in the following few sections, the 
purchase decision of the consumer depends on several factors, such as the relative 
strengths of devaluation effect and income effect (Barat 2003, 2004), diminishing returns 
from higher volumes of purchase (Böhm-Bawerk 1973; Kreps 1990), switching 
propensity (Alvarez and Casielles 2005; Gedenk and Neslin 1999) and the novelty-
seeking (Sproles and Kendall 1986; Sproles and Sproles 1990) traits of the consumer. 
The factors affecting each of the purchase decision options are discussed separately. 
Stage 3, Option 1: Buy more of the promoted product 
 As discussed earlier, the coupon leads to both an income effect due to the 
perception of savings and devaluation effect due to the perception of negative attitude 
towards the promoted product (Kreps 1990; Parkin 1996). Therefore, the consumer will 
intend to buy more of the promoted product only if income effect is greater than 
devaluation effect. As such, the following can be hypothesized: 
H3a:  The consumer’s intention to spend savings from coupon redemption to 
buy more of the promoted product is positively associated with the relative 
strength of perception of savings over that of devaluation due to coupon 
redemption (or, income effect—devaluation effect). 
 
However, microeconomic theory suggests that beyond a certain level, the more a 
product is consumed, the lower is the return/utility from consuming additional units of 
the product. This is referred to as the law of diminishing marginal returns and is firmly 
grounded in microeconomic theory (Kreps 1990; Varian 1999). In other words, the 
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individual will purchase more of the promoted product only as long as s/he does not 
reach the level of saturation; beyond that level, the individual will cease to purchase any 
more units of that product, despite the coupon. Hence, it is hypothesized:   
H3b:  The consumer’s intention to spend savings from coupon redemption to 
buy more of the promoted product is negatively associated with the 
amount of the promoted product that the individual already possesses.  
 
Stage 3, Option 2: Buy complementary product 
 
Complementary products are those that are usually purchased or consumed 
simultaneously for example, barbeque meat and barbeque sauce, tea and sugar or 
creamer. Economics literature suggests that consumers buy products and redeem coupons 
for utilitarian (Chandon, Wansink and Laurent 2000; Chiang 1995; Holbrook and 
Hirschman 1982; Mowen and Minor 2001) as well as hedonistic (Chandon, Wansink and 
Laurent 2000; Ferraro, Shiv and Bettman 2005; Holbrook and Hirschman 1982) 
purposes. As such, when the consumer does not possess the necessary complementary 
products to accompany the promoted product, then s/he will most likely buy more of the 
complementary product to enhance his/her consumption-enjoyment of the promoted 
product. Therefore, the intention of the individual to spend the savings from coupon 
redemption to purchase more of complementary products is an increasing function of the 
level of the promoted product that the individual already has. This line of reasoning is the 
basis for the next hypothesis: 
H3c:  The consumer’s intention to spend savings from coupon redemption to 
buy a complementary product is positively associated with the amount of 
the promoted product that the individual already has.  
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Moreover, along the line of reasoning under the first option, the intention to spend 
the savings on a complementary product is an increasing function of the positive 
difference between the income effect and devaluation effect (Kreps 1990, Mansfield and 
Yohe 2000; Parkin 1996); therefore the next hypothesis can be framed as follows: 
H3d:  The consumer’s intention to spend savings from coupon redemption to 
buy a complementary product is positively associated with the relative 
strength of perception of savings over that of devaluation due to coupon 
redemption (or income effect—devaluation effect). 
 
Stage 3, Option 3: Buy substitute product 
 
Another option for the consumer may be to purchase products of a competing 
brand. By and large, convenience grocery products (milk, juice, snacks) are very similar 
to one another with regard to features, benefits and price, and are referred to as 
“substitute” products in economics literature (e.g. Kellogg’s All Bran® vs. Post’s Raisin 
Bran®, or frozen beans vs. canned beans). The consumer’s choice behavior for utilizing 
the savings depends on the relative strengths of income effect and devaluation effect 
(Kreps 1990, Mansfield and Yohe 2000; Parkin 1996). For example, if the devaluation 
effect due to the coupon gets higher (but still remains below his/her level of income 
effect), then the negative perception of the individual towards the promoted product 
increases. Consequently, the intention to purchase a substitute product increases. 
Therefore, the following can be suggested:  
H3e:  The consumer’s intention to spend savings from coupon redemption to 
buy a substitute (of the promoted) product is positively associated with the 
perception of devaluation of the promoted product.  
 
There exists a substantial volume of literature which focuses on the role of 
coupons in influencing brand–related behavior of consumers. Specifically, academics 
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argue that coupons induce brand switching among consumers (Gedenk and Neslin 1999; 
Neslin and Clarke 1987; Neslin 1990; Shoemaker and Tibrewala 1985). In the present 
context, it can be suggested that consumers with high switching propensity are more 
likely to purchase the competitor’s brand/product (the substitute) with the savings from 
coupon redemption. As such, the next hypothesis states:  
H3f:  The consumer’s intention to spend savings from coupon redemption to 
buy a substitute (of the promoted) product is positively associated with the 
switching behavior.           
 
Stage 3, Option 4: Buy novel product 
 
 Novelty-seeking has been shown to be one of the prominent behavioral traits of 
consumers, specifically those “who appear to like new and innovative products and gain 
excitement from seeking out new things” (Sproles and Sproles 1990; p. 137). According 
to Sproles and Sproles (1990), such consumers may have passive and accepting learning 
characteristics, where the consumer’s focus is more on buying a novel product than 
anything else. In the present context, if a consumer is high on the novelty-seeking trait, 
then s/he may intend to spend the savings from coupon redemption on neither the 
promoted product nor a related (substitute or complementary) product but on an unrelated 
or novel product. This is the motivation for the next hypothesis: 
H3g:  The consumer’s intention to spend savings from coupon redemption to 
buy a novel product is positively associated with the novelty-seeking trait.           
 
As is the case with the other spending options of the consumer, here the intention 
to buy an unrelated product is also a positive function of the income effect (Kreps 1990; 
Varian 1999), leads into the last hypothesis: 
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H3h:  The consumer’s intention to spend savings from coupon redemption to 
buy a novel product is positively associated with the perception of savings. 
 
The above hypothesized relationships are illustrated in Figure 3.  
 
Summary 
 Chapter 2 introduced the reader to the substantial volume of literature on coupons 
from the psychological, economic and marketing perspectives. Factors affecting as well 
as consequences of coupon redemption were revisited, and variables influencing the 
coupon redemption process at each stage of the conceptual model were delineated and 
hypotheses as their likely relationships were developed. This lays the groundwork for 
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Stage 1  
Stage 2  
AS=arousal-seeking, CS= compulsive shopping, CP=coupon proneness, DE=devaluation effect, 
DR=diminishing returns, IE=income effect, NS=novelty-seeking, OC=opportunity cost, SB=switching 
behavior and SP=savings propensity 
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CHAPTER 3 




This chapter describes the research method used for testing the hypothesized 
relationships.  First, the process of developing measurement scales and data analyses (for 
both scale purification and hypotheses testing) plans are introduced. Then, the instrument 
design and pilot study procedures are described, which are followed by a discussion of 
sampling and data collection procedures for the main study. The final section of this 
chapter presents the research context with respect to product category.  
 
Scale Development 
A literature review of the arousal-seeking construct revealed few studies (Baker, 
Levy and Grewal 1992; Dabholkar and Bagozzi 2002; Mehrabian and Russell 1974; 
Shoham, Rose and Kahle 1998). However, only one of those studies (Mehrabian and 
Russell 1974) was deemed appropriate for the current purpose. After consultation with 
the author’s committee members and other academics in the field, eight items predicting 
the construct of arousal-seeking from this study were adapted to be included in the pilot 
instrument.  
The novelty-seeking construct has also been applied in several studies (Hirschman 
1980; Mehrabian and Russell 1974; Sproles and Kendall 1986; Sproles and Sproles 1990; 
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Venkataraman 1991) of which, only the one by Mehrabian and Russell (1974) was 
considered to be the most appropriate. Consequently, all seven items predicting the 
construct of novelty-seeking were adapted from this study. However, reasonable 
modifications had to be made to both of the arousal-seeking and novelty-seeking scale 
items to fit the current context. 
The construct of compulsive shopping has been used in a few studies (Faber and 
O’Guinn 1989, 1992; Faber et al. 1995; O’Guinn and Faber 1989). Six items were 
adapted from the study by Faber and O’Guinn (1989). Minor modifications were made to 
the scale to suit the current study.  
Research on the construct of switching behavior yielded several studies, such as 
those by Ailawadi, Lehmann and Neslin (2001), Babakus, Tat and Cunnigham (1988), 
Gedenk and Neslin (1999), Neslin and Clarke (1987), Raghubir (1998) and Raju (1980). 
For the present purpose, five items were adapted from the study by Raju (1980). 
Finally, as far as borrowed scales are concerned, all eight items measuring 
coupon-proneness were adapted from a study by Lichtenstein, Netemeyer and Burton 
(1990). 
Six items measuring income effect and four items measuring devaluation effect 
were modified from the scale items used by Barat (2003, 2004). 
Very few studies pertaining to opportunity cost were found in the literature 
(Babakus et al. 1988; Bonnicci et al. 1996; Shimp and Kavas 1984). Based on these 
studies, a pool of 15 items was created for the pilot study. After five rounds of revision 
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and consultation with the committee members and relying on relevant economics 
literature, eight items were retained as a measure for the construct of opportunity cost. 
After consulting economics literature and other academics familiar with the field, 
all seven items measuring diminishing returns were developed for the purpose of the 
current study. Finally, four items measuring savings propensity were retained from the 
initial pool of eight, after seven rounds of consultation with the author’s committee.  
 
Instrument Design 
 The draft of the instrument for the pilot study (Appendix B) was refined and 
revised about 10 times after a detailed consultation with the author’s committee members 
and after reviewing relevant literature as cited in the earlier chapters. Other than 
demographics-related questions, the instrument consisted of items purported to measure 
each of the constructs related to the hypotheses for the current study.  
 
Pilot Studies 
A pilot study was conducted in the summer of 2006. Students (n=154) at a large 
university located in the Dallas-Fort Worth area in Texas voluntarily participated in this 
study. Analysis of the data showed acceptable factor structure (i.e. satisfactory main 
loadings and very few cross-loadings) and reliability scores for the constructs of income 
effect, devaluation effect, compulsive shopping, opportunity cost, coupon proneness, 
switching behavior, savings propensity and diminishing returns.  
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However, the factor structures for arousal-seeking and novelty-seeking were 
problematic. Not only were the Alpha values and factor loadings for these two constructs 
very low, but also several items were loading on the wrong factors. Even though items 
for both these constructs were borrowed (Mehrabian & Russell 1974), this anomaly was 
not entirely unexpected because 1) past researchers have used items interchangeably 
between arousal-seeking and novelty-seeking constructs (Venkataraman and Price 1990; 
Venkataraman 1991) and 2) intuitively speaking, any event which results in a feeling of 
“novelty” is also likely to lead to arousal, which is likely to result in a cross-loading of 
the original items.  
In order to address this problem, appropriate modifications were made in the 
original scale from the first pilot study (including dropping one item from compulsive 
shopping due to consistently low loading), especially in the items for arousal-seeking and 
novelty-seeking. Consequently, a second pilot study was conducted in September of 2006 
on only the items for compulsive shopping, savings propensity, diminishing returns, 
novelty-seeking, arousal-seeking and switching behavior on a different sample of 95 
students at the same university. Results showed similar factor loadings as pilot study 1, 
(strong for diminishing returns, compulsive shopping, savings propensity and switching 
behavior and weak for novelty-seeking and arousal-seeking). 
After consulting with faculty at the author’s university and taking into 
consideration suggestions by PhD students, existing items pertaining to novelty-seeking 
and arousal-seeking were modified, and a new item was added to the construct of 
arousal-seeking.  
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A third pilot study was conducted using only the revised novelty-seeking and 
arousal-seeking items. The sample of 95 students for the third pilot study was different 
from those of the earlier pilot studies. The results were noticeably better than the first two 
studies in terms of factor structure, even though alpha scores for novelty-seeking and 
arousal-seeking were low (0.59 and 0.62 respectively). Looking at this trend, it was 
expected that reliability and consistency figures would improve considerably with an 
increase in sample size for the main study. As such, the final set of scale items included: 
nine items for arousal-seeking, seven items for each of compulsive shopping and coupon 
proneness, four items for devaluation effect, seven items for diminishing returns, six 
items for income effect, seven items for novelty-seeking, eight items for opportunity cost, 
four items for savings propensity and five items for switching behavior. For all of the 
above constructs, responses were measured using a five-point semantic differential scale, 
anchored between “1 = Strongly Disagree” and “5 = Strongly Agree”. A detailed list of 
the constructs, their sources, description, number of items included and a sample item 
from each construct is presented in Appendix C. 
 
Main Study 
The text of the instrument for the main study is provided in Appendix D. The 
author made every effort to purchase respondent contact lists from commercial firms. 
During the course of this process, several problems arose. First, the author was unable to 
receive any assurance either about the authenticity of the contacts or the response rate. 
Secondly, the author’s previous experience working with purchased electronic datasets 
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did not yield encouraging results, primarily owing to invalid and obsolete email addresses 
(only a 5.4% response rate). Finally, purchasing the dataset was prohibitively expensive. 
As such, data was collected using Internet-based surveys, using a convenience snowball 
sample, which is often used in social science research (Huang and Oppewal 2006; 
Mehrabian and Russell 1974).  
A total of 350 undergraduate students (enrolled in the author’s classes) at a large 
university in the Dallas-Fort Worth area in Texas were asked to contact upto 10 of their 
acquaintances to participate in the Internet-based survey (text in Appendix D). The 
survey was designed for this study using the Websurveyor® software. In an effort to reach 
as diverse a population as possible and still maintain the integrity of the data--students 
were instructed to keep the following screening criteria in mind when recruiting 
respondents: they a) could not be enrolled at the student’s university, b) must have a part-
time or full-time job, c) must be familiar with grocery coupons, d) could not be from the 
same household and e) must be geographically well-dispersed within the Dallas-Fort 
Worth area in Texas.  
Students were awarded two bonus points for each completed response received. In 
order to avoid any implied sense of coercion, students were also offered an alternative to 
doing the survey. They were asked to respond to five questions, which tested the 
student’s knowledge of the principles of marketing and principles of consumer behavior. 
However, all students participated in the first option. The online data collection website 
was made available to respondents for a period of three weeks during which, a total of 
2,431 usable responses were received using this method. Given that the maximum 
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number of responses possible was 3,500 (if each student had succeeded in getting their 
quota of 10 respondents), the current method resulted in an effective contact rate of 
69.45%. Even though this is technically not the same as response rate, this 69.45% figure 
does provide a surrogate measure of response rate. 
Research context—location and focal product category 
The data was collected from residents of the Dallas-Fort Worth area in Texas, and 
the focal product category selected for this study is grocery products, which is universally 
consumed by all sections of the population.  Moreover, coupon distribution is most 
widespread in this product category.  Out of all coupons distributed in 2002, as much as 
75.7% were redeemed in grocery stores. The top ten items in terms of coupon redemption 
in 2002 were condiments, gravies, frozen prepared foods, prepared foods and cereals 
(Pinck and Schremp 2006).  A number of authors have used grocery products as the 
context of their studies on coupons (Barat and Paswan 2005; Davis, Inman and McAlister 
1992; Dodson, Tybout and Sternthal 1978; Dong and Kaiser 2005; Heilman, Nakamoto 
and Rao 2002; Leclerc and Little 1997; Neslin 1990; Nevo and Wolfram 2002; 
Swaminathan and Bawa 2005; Vermeir and Kenhove 2005; Walters and Mackenzie 
1988; Walters and Jamil 2003).  
For the current study, the basket of grocery items chosen consisted of milk, bread, 
snacks (chips, munchies, and cookies), cheese, juice, meat, frozen ready-to-eat food and 
soft drinks. These products are the most frequently purchased items and for which 
coupons are most commonly available (Coupon Council 2005).  For example, some of 
the most popular web sites for electronic coupons such as [www.coolcoupons.com] and 
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[www. coupons.com] present the following data on grocery coupons available for each of 
these products (number of coupons in parentheses): snack foods (18,980), frozen foods 
(14,948), bread (6,396), beverages and related (5,993), cereal (4,104), sauces (4,083), 
meat department (3,572), pasta (2,648), and canned vegetables (556) (Barat and Paswan 
2005).  
Data coding 
During the data coding stage, care was taken to ensure that the final dataset was 
free from coding errors and would be suitable for further statistical analysis and 
interpretation. As seen in Appendix D, apart from the name of the grocery store and the 
“other” category of coupons redeemed by the respondent (text-based input), all other data 
was coded in numerical format. Furthermore, each variable was coded so that the 
maximum possible information was available during this stage. A “codebook” was 
maintained and followed outlining the special procedures. After the data coding process, 
the completed dataset was cleaned and made ready for final analysis.   
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CHAPTER 4 
ANALYSES AND RESULTS 
This chapter first provides a description of the sample, followed by a discussion of the 
factor structure. The test-results for assessing the reliability and validity of the construct 
measures are presented. The last section provides the results of the multiple regression analyses 
conducted for testing the hypotheses. 
Data was collected from adult residents residing in the Dallas-Forth area of Texas 
through Internet-based surveys using a convenience snowball sample. As mentioned earlier, a 
total of 2,431 usable responses were received through this method.  
 The Websurveyor® program automatically records the responses on a spreadsheet. After 
the data collection was completed, all items were checked for normality, using measures of 
skewness, kurtosis, closeness among mean, median and mode (Appendix E), and the shape of the 
normal curve. These indicators were found to conform to acceptable standards (skewness 
measures were between -1 and +1 and kurtosis values were between -1.19 and -0.01), which 
provided reasonable assurance that the data was normally distributed (Curran, West and Finch 




 Descriptive statistics for sample demographic variables are provided in Table 1 alongside 
relevant 2005 Dallas County area demographic data. The sample has a greater percentage of 
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women (65.40%), which is different from that of Dallas County (almost an equal representation 
of the two genders). The sample was evenly distributed across different age-groups. The sample 
median age of (23-30) years is slightly lower than the Dallas County median age of 32.4 years. 
As to marital status of the sample, the highest percentage (42%) of respondents is married, 
followed by singles (37%)—a pattern similar to that of Dallas County. The median household 
size of the sample is close to two. As seen in Table 1, the sample percentage figures for 
household sizes of two and four or more closely resemble the corresponding Dallas County 
percentages. The breakup of the sample by monthly household income categories is very similar 
to the Dallas County patterns (except for the $3,001-$4,000 category). The Dallas County mean 
monthly income of $3,549 also falls within the sample mean monthly income range of $3,000-
$4,000. 
Nearly 80% of the respondents work part-time or full-time, while the remaining 20.09% 
are either part or full-time students (respondents were asked to select only one option). 
Percentage of respondents living in rented units (40%) and private units (60%) closely resemble 
those of Dallas County percentages. Finally, with respect to ethnicity, about 16% are African-
American (21% for Dallas County), 13% Asian (4% for Dallas County) and 15% of Hispanic 
origins (36% for Dallas County) and more than 50% of the respondents are White (38% for 
Dallas County). 
Geographically, respondents come from more than 600 zip code areas. As seen in Table 
2, a grouping of respondents based on the first 3 digits of their zip codes indicates that the 
highest concentration (32%) was from the area whose zip code starts with 760, 17% came from 
the areas having zip codes starting with 750, 12% from areas represented by 751-2 as the first 
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three digits of their zip code, 13% from areas having first three digits of the zip code as 761, 
while the rest of the zip code areas accounted for 26% of the respondents. This provides 
evidence of good coverage of the Dallas-Fort Worth area by the sample. 
Grocery shopping and coupon redemption 
Referring to Table 3, Wal-Mart® was the most popular shopping location, mentioned by 
31% of the sample; Kroger® was chosen by 20% of the respondents, Albertsons® by 11% of the 
respondents, while each of the other stores accounted for less than 10% of the respondents. This 
indicates that respondents use an array of grocery stores for their grocery purchases. Respondents 
spent an average of $80 per week on groceries, which compares favorably with the Dallas-Fort 
Worth area average (in the absence of Dallas County data) of $74, for the year 2004-5 (US 
Census Bureau, as quoted by Newswire).  
About 60% of the sample shop for groceries at least once a week (Table 4), and 76.03% 
of respondents redeem at least one coupon on every shopping trip (Table 5). About 66% of the 
respondents are likely to redeem a coupon at least sometimes, while about 9% always redeem 
coupons (Table 6).  Finally, about 51% of respondents use coupons previously collected from 
magazines, newspapers, mailings, door-knob fliers, or those printed off the Internet and 
redeemed at the store (Table7).                                  
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TABLE 1 

























     * Respondents were asked their birth-year  
 
              
 
Valid Percent     
  Characteristics            N Frequency Sample Dallas County 
Gender                      2367             
    Male 819 34.60 50.3 
    Female       1548 65.40 49.7 
Age group*               2406    
    16-23 562 23.36         12 
    23-30 687 28.55 14.3 
    31-45 602 25.02         25 
    45 and above 555 23.07 29.7 
Marital Status          2398     
    Single 931 36.75 29.8 
    Married 1077 42.52 51.3 
    Divorced 173 6.83 10.9 
    Widowed 36 1.42 4.7 
    Living together 181 7.15 NA 
Household size         2403    
           1 409 17.02 28.1 
           2 739 30.75 29.3 
           3 511 21.27 16.0 
    4 or more 744 30.96 26.7 
Monthly Income       2382    
    <= 1000 174 7.30 8.8 
    1001-3000 714 29.97 30.8 
    3001-4000 512 21.49 16.2 
    4001-6000 432 18.14 16.9 
    6001-8000 223 9.36 10.8 
     >= 8001 327 13.73         15 
Profession                 2380    
    PT student 122 5.13 N/A 
    FT student 356 14.96 N/A 
    PT working 348 14.62 N/A 
    FT working 1554 65.29 N/A 
Housing                    2388    
    Rented apartment/house 957 40.08 44.1 
    Private apartment/house 1431 59.92 55.9 
Ethnicity                   2391    
   African-American 377 15.77 20.9 
   American-Indian 27 1.13         0.6 
   Asian 313 13.09         4.4 
   Hispanic 363 15.18         36.4 
   Multiracial 109 4.56         1.1 
   White 1202 50.27 37.6 
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Table 2 
                                             
                                              Geographic Distribution     
Zip codes (first 3 digits)*   Frequency 
% in 
Sample 
750 (Carrolton, Frisco, Garland, Irving, Lewisville, 
Richardson)  408 16.99 
751-2 (Dallas, Ennis, Greenville, Kauffman,  
Rockwall, Waxahachie)** 288 11.99 
760 (Arlington, Corsicana, Cleburne, Dallas, Ennis, 
Glen Rose, Mesquite, Waxahachie)  768 31.98 
761 (Arlington, Corsicana, Cleburne, Dallas, Ennis, 
Fort Worth, Glen Rose, Mesquite, Waxahachie) 312 12.99 
Other    625 26.05 
Total  2401   100 
      * derived from the USPS AIS Zip+4 Raw Data Product, which may be different from actual zip  
         code mailing address. This is the most accurate free USPS zip code map available at  
      www.maps.huge.info,  accessed April 20, 2007. ** 751, 752 spread out over same geographical areas         
 
                                                                          TABLE 3 
Grocery Shopping Characteristics 
                            





Grocery Store              2431   
Albertsons 271 11.14 
HEB 135  5.55 
Kroger 487 20.03 
Target 116  4.77 
Tom Thumb 202  8.30 
Wal-Mart 755 31.05 
Other 465 19.12 
Weekly grocery bill     2404   
30 or less 165  6.86 
Between 30 and 70 603 25.08 
Between 70 and 90 576 23.96 
Between 90 and 110 479 19.94 
Between 110 and 130 320 13.31 
130 or more 261 10.85 
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                                                          TABLE 4 




Once every 3 weeks 11.45 
Once every 2 weeks 29.45 
Once a week 40.31 
Twice a week 14.16 
3 or more times a 
week   4.63 
Total percent 100 
                                                        Median, mode=once a week 
 
TABLE 5 









4  7.07 
5  4.37 
More than 5  9.70 
Total percent 100 
























Mean=2.95, Median=3; Mode=3; SD=1.13;  
Skewness=- 0.02; Kurtosis=- 0.69; responses anchored  
between strongly disagree (1) and strongly agree (5) 
 
 
                                                            TABLE 7 
 
                                           Types of Coupons Redeemed 
 Valid Percent 
Valid N=2431 No Yes 
Previously 
collected 48.62 51.38 
In-store ads 65.65 34.35 
Surprise coupons 55.53 44.47 
Others 94.82 5.18 
             Mode=previously collected 
Reliability of Measures and Scale Validity 
Student respondents (20.09% of the entire sample) are excluded from all subsequent 
analysis because this segment of the population is not known to be particularly responsive to 
coupon-based promotions. The resulting sample (N=1902), therefore, consists only of 
respondents who work part-time and full-time (non-students).  
All items predicting devaluation effect, diminishing returns, income effect, opportunity 
cost and savings propensity were measured on a five-point scale anchored between Strongly 
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Disagree (1) and Strongly Agree (5). The factor analysis was conducted in accordance with the 
different stages of the conceptual model (please refer to Figure 3 in Chapter 2). In stage 1 (which 
pertains to the decision whether the individual will redeem the coupon or not), the scale items 
that were developed for the purpose of the current study (income effect, devaluation effect and 
opportunity cost), were subject to exploratory factor analysis (principal component extraction 
with varimax rotation method). Only two items showed main loadings of less than 0.50 (0.49 and 
0.47), and all items loaded onto the scales that those were designed to predict (Table 8). Only 
one item* intended to measure opportunity cost cross-loaded on the construct of devaluation 
effect. It was, however, decided to retain that item in the final factor structure because of the 
importance of the item in predicting the respective scale, neither was there any notable increase 
in Alpha score if that item were dropped from the factor structure.   
The KMO measure, which indicates whether there are adequate number of items 
explaining each factor, was 0.909; in addition, the Bartletts’ test, which indicates if the variables 
are correlated enough for a factor analysis to be conducted, were found to be significant. These 
measures indicate that it was acceptable to conduct factor analysis on the data (Leech, Barrett 
and Morgan 2005). Reliability measures (Cronbach’s alpha) were found to be at least 0.69, 
which was above the acceptable limit of 0.65 (Nunnally 1978). Items predicting opportunity cost 
explained 23% of the total variance, items predicting income effect 21% and items predicting 
devaluation effect explained 13.5% of the total variance in the model. 
Next, factor analysis was conducted on stage 2 and stage 3 scale items that were 
developed for the current study (e.g. savings propensity and diminishing returns). 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
*Only people who have nothing more important to do collect and redeem coupons 
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                                                  TABLE 8 
               Rotated Component Matrix: Stage 1 Proprietary Scales 
Components  
Items 1 2 3 Labels 
D9: I can utilize the time/effort spent on collecting and redeeming grocery 
coupons in doing other activities 0.75     
Opportunity 
  Cost 
D15: I am too busy to collect grocery coupons 0.74      
D4: Collecting a grocery coupon is too troublesome for what it is worth 0.71      
D18: Time spent on collecting grocery coupons is not worth the money 
saved 0.70     
 
D12: There are things more important than redeeming grocery coupons 0.69      
D7: I do not think that keeping track of savings from grocery coupon 
redemption is worth the effort 0.68     
 
D23: Savings from coupon redemption are too trivial to perceive 0.62      
D25: Only people who have nothing more important to do collect and 
redeem coupons 
  
0.49  0.49 
 
 
D10: When I redeem a grocery coupon, I feel I have more money left in my 
pocket   0.79   
Income 
       Effect 
D5: When I see a grocery coupon, I feel I will pay less for my purchases   0.76    
D1: When I see a grocery coupon, I feel that I am getting a good deal   0.76    
D21: When I see a grocery coupon, I feel that it will save me money   0.75    
D13: When I see a grocery coupon, I feel I have more disposable cash left 
in my pocket   0.73   
 
D17: When I see a grocery coupon, I feel I will be able to buy more   0.67    
D6: If I see a grocery coupon, I feel that the product must not be very good, 
otherwise it should have sold just as well without the coupon     0.76 
Devaluation 
  Effect 
D20: When I see a grocery coupon, I feel that the value of the 
brand/product is reduced   0.75 
 
D2: When I see a grocery coupon, I feel that the retailer or manufacturer 
wants to get rid of the overstock for that product     0.66 
 
D16: When I see a grocery coupon, I feel ‘cheated’, because the last time I 
bought this product without the coupon, I paid a higher price   0.47 
 
 Cronbach’s Alpha           0.86   0.85  0.69 
 Factor Mean         2.95  3.36  2.36 
 Factor SD         7.35 5.28  2.83 
 % variance explained         22.87 21.08 13.49 
                   Scale Anchor: 1= Strongly Disagree; 5= Strongly Agree 
Only two items had main loadings of less than 0.50 (i.e. 0.48 and 0.47), and all items loaded onto 
the factors they those were designed to predict (Table 9). The KMO measure was 0.790 and 
Bartletts’ test was found to be significant, indicating that it was acceptable to conduct factor 
analysis on the data. Reliability measures (Cronbach’s alpha) were found to be above the 
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acceptable limits of 0.65. Items predicting diminishing returns explained 23% and items 
predicting savings propensity explained 22% of the total variance in the model. Item-total 
                                        TABLE 9 







E11: I do not buy too much of the same product, because doing so is 
inconvenient for me 0.71   
Diminishing 
Returns
E9: I do not  buy anything beyond what I can consume 0.63    
E3: I do not buy more of something if I have enough of the item(s) 0.62    
E6: I do not  buy anything beyond what I can store 0.61    
E18: If I buy more than what I need, it goes to waste 0.60    
E14: I do not buy too much of the same thing(s) because I get bored of 
consuming those 0.52   
 
E16:I do not buy too much of the same product(s), because doing so forces 
me to consume more than what I would normally do 0.48   
 
E12:If I save money from coupons while shopping, I put it in a 
'discretionary spending' pool 0.83 
Savings 
Propensity
E8: If I save money from coupons while shopping, I put it in an extra 
money pool permanently 0.83 
 
E2: If I save money from coupons while shopping, I put it away so that I 
can spend it in the future 0.78 
 
E5: If I save money from coupons while shopping, I do not spend it right 
away 0.47 
 
 Cronbach's Alpha                                                                                              0.72   0.79 
 Factor Mean                                                                                                      3.10   2.29 
 Factor SD                                                                                                          5.29   3.06 
 % variance explained                                                                                       23.36  22.04        
               Scale Anchor: 1= Strongly Disagree; 5= Strongly Agree 
correlation were above 0.40 (except for one item each, predicting devaluation effect, diminishing 
returns and savings propensity), as shown in Table 10, indicating acceptable levels (Jayanti and 
Burns 1998) of convergent validity for the proprietary scales of devaluation effect, diminishing 
returns, income effect, opportunity cost and savings propensity. Additionally, as shown in Table 
12, correlations between each pair of scales were lower than the reliability of the corresponding 
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individual scales, suggesting acceptable levels of discriminant validity (Gaski and Nevin 1985) 
for all the proprietary scales. 
                                                TABLE 10 







1. Arousal-seeking  0.80 
F1: I like doing things just for the fun of it 0.48  
F4: I like to touch and feel a sculpture 0.40  
F6: Acting spontaneously makes life more enjoyable 0.56  
F9: I like surprises 0.53  
F12: I am attracted to unexpected experiences 0.58  
F14: I like to look at pictures that are puzzling in some way 0.49  
F16: I prefer people who are emotionally expressive 0.40  
F19: I would be particularly attracted to an art display featuring many 
interpretations of a single theme 0.44  
F21: I like doing things out of the ordinary 0.59  
2. Coupon proneness  0.81 
D11: I enjoy using grocery coupons, regardless of the amount I save 
by doing so 0.60  
D22: Beyond the money I save, redeeming grocery coupons gives me 
a sense of joy 0.61  
D14: I enjoy clipping grocery coupons out of the newspaper/catalog 0.57  
D24: I am more likely to buy grocery brands for which I have a 
coupon 0.61  
D3: Redeeming grocery coupons makes me feel good 0.53  
D8: I have favorite grocery brands, but most of the time I buy a brand 
I have a coupon for 0.54  
D19: Grocery coupons have caused me to buy products I normally 
would not buy 0.33  
3. Compulsive shopping  0.73 
E1: I often buy product(s) even though I do not need it/them 0.51  
E4: I often buy item(s) even though I cannot afford them 0.53  
E7: I buy some item(s) in order to make myself feel better 0.48  
E10: I often buy product(s) simply because they are on sale 0.43  
E13: I occasionally go on a buying binge 0.51  
E15: I feel anxious or nervous on days that I do not go shopping 0.37  
E18: I feel that having more money would solve most of my problems 0.27  
                                              (table continues)   
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4. Devaluation effect  0.69 
D2: When I see a grocery coupon, I feel that the retailer or 
manufacturer wants to get rid of the overstock for that product 0.48  
D6: If I see a grocery coupon, I feel that the product must not be very 
good, otherwise it should have sold just as well without the coupon 0.54  
D20: When I see a grocery coupon, I feel that the value of the 
brand/product is reduced 0.49  
D16: When I see a grocery coupon, I feel ‘cheated’, because the last 
time I bought this product without the coupon, I paid a higher price  0.29  
5. Diminishing returns  0.72 
E11: I do not buy too much of the same product, because doing so is 
inconvenient for me 
0.53  
E9: I do not  buy anything beyond what I can consume 0.45  
E3: I do not buy more of something if I have enough of the item(s) 0.40  
E6: I do not  buy anything beyond what I can store 0.38  
E18: If I buy more than what I need, it goes to waste 0.42  
E14: I do not buy too much of the same thing(s) because I get bored 
of consuming those 
0.41  
E16: I do not buy too much of the same product(s), because doing so 
forces me to consume more than what I would normally do 
0.40  
6. Income effect  0.85 
D10: When I redeem a grocery coupon, I feel I have more money left 
in my pocket 
0.70  
D5: When I see a grocery coupon, I feel I will pay less for purchases 0.61  
D1: When I see a grocery coupon, I feel that I am getting a good deal 0.64  
D13: When I see a grocery coupon, I feel I have more disposable cash 
left in my pocket 
0.66  
D21: When I see a grocery coupon, I feel that it will save me money 0.65  
D17: When I see grocery coupon, I feel I will be able to buy more 0.56  
7. Novelty-seeking  0.71 
F2: I like to experience novelty and change in my daily routine 0.50  
F7: I am always seeking new ideas and experiences 0.51  
F13: I like to continually change activities 0.50  
F15: When things get boring I like to find some new and unfamiliar 
experience 
0.47  
rev_F10: I do not like meeting people who have new ideas 0.24  
rev_F18: I prefer a routine way of life to one full of change  0.38  
rev_F20: I prefer a routine way of life to an unpredictable one  0.38  
                                             (table continues)   
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8. Opportunity cost  0.86 
D9: I can utilize the time/effort spent on collecting and redeeming 
grocery coupons in doing other activities 
0.63  
D15: I am too busy to collect grocery coupons 0.66  
D4: Collecting a grocery coupon is too troublesome for what it is 
worth 
0.66  
D18: Time spent on collecting grocery coupons is not worth the 
money saved 
0.68  
D12: There are things more important than redeeming grocery 
coupons 
0.45  
D7: I do not think that keeping track of savings from grocery coupon 
redemption is worth the effort 
0.59  
D23: Savings from coupon redemption are too trivial to perceive 0.62  
D25: Only people who have nothing more important to do collect and  
redeem coupons 
0.55  
9. Savings propensity  0.79 
E2: If I save money from coupons while shopping, I put it away so 
that I can spend it in the future 
0.57  
E5: If I save money from coupons while shopping, I do not spend it 
right away 
0.35  
E8: If I save money from coupons while shopping, I put it in an extra 
money pool permanently 
0.64  
E12: If I save money from coupons while shopping, I put it in a 
'discretionary spending' pool 
0.65  
10. Switching behavior  0.78 
F3: Once I make a choice on which product(s) to purchase, I am likely 
to continue to buy it/those without considering other alternatives 
0.72  
F5: I generally buy the same grocery products I have always bought 0.69  
F8: If I like a grocery product, I rarely switch from it to try something 
different 
0.78  
F11: Once I get used to a grocery product, I hate to switch 0.79  
F17: Even though certain products have several alternatives, I always 
tend to buy the same thing 
0.72  
 
Finally, the proprietary scales of devaluation effect, diminishing returns, income effect, 
opportunity cost and savings propensity were subject to single-item loading confirmatory factor 
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analysis using LISREL. Goodness of fit indices (Table 11) were found to be acceptable 
(Joreskog and Sorbom 1993).  
Next, the adapted scales of arousal seeking (source Alpha=0.76), compulsive shopping 
(source Alpha=0.95), coupon proneness (source Alpha=0.88), novelty seeking (source 
Alpha=0.64) and switching behavior (source Alpha=0.80) were also subject to single-item 
loading confirmatory factor analysis using LISREL. The goodness of fit indices (Table 11) were 
within prescribed limits, with the exception of the novelty-seeking construct, which can be 
explained by the low reliability that this borrowed scale had in the original research.    
                                                  TABLE 11 
                               Goodness of Fit Indices: All Factors 
Indices Χ2(df) p-value RMSEA1 NNFI2 CFI3 IFI4 ECVI5 NFI6 GFI7 AGFI8
Arousal 
Seeking 231.65 (27) 0.00 0.07 0.96 0.97 0.97 0.16 0.97 0.97 0.95 
Coupon 
Proneness 273.93 (14) 0.00 0.10 0.93 0.96 0.96 0.17 0.95 0.96 0.92 
Compulsive 
Shopping 142.16 (14) 0.00 0.07 0.94 0.96 0.96 0.09 0.96 0.98 0.96 
Devaluation 
Effect 1351.80 (6) 0.96 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Diminishing 
Returns 284.40 (14) 0.00 0.11 0.87 0.91 0.91 0.18 0.91 0.95 0.91 
Income Effect 198.44 (9) 0.00 0.11 0.95 0.97 0.97 0.13 0.97 0.96 0.91 
Novelty 
Seeking 895.91 (14) 0.00 0.17 0.65 0.77 0.77 0.44 0.77 0.89 0.78 
  Opportunity     
  Cost      171.47 (20)      0.00 0.07      0.97   0.98   0.98  0.11   0.98   0.98   0.96 
  Savings   
  Propensity      22.51 (2)      0.00      0.07      0.97     0.99   0.99  0.02      0.99   0.99   0.97 
      1Root Mean Square Error of Approximation, 2Non-Normed Fit Index, 3Comparative Fit Index, 4Incremental Fit      
  Switching  
  Behavior      23.90 (5)      0.00 0.04     0.99       1.00   1.00  0.02  1.00   1.00   0.99 
        Index, 5Expected Cross-Validation Index, 6Normed Fit Index, 7Goodness of Fit Index, 8Adjusted GFI       
 
Furthermore, item-total correlations were higher than 0.40 (Jayanti and Burns 1998) 
except for two items predicting compulsive shopping and three items predicting novelty-seeking 
(Table 10). However, both these scales were adapted from prior research. Moreover, the scale of 
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novelty-seeking had a relatively lower Alpha score (0.64) in the original research and the 
goodness of fit indices in the present study were not very strong. In other words, such low item-
total correlation was not entirely unexpected. As such, the results of convergent validity tests for 
the borrowed scales of arousal-seeking, coupon proneness, compulsive shopping, novelty-
seeking and switching behavior were considered acceptable. Finally, as shown in Table 12, 
correlations between each pair of scales were lower than the reliability of the corresponding 
individual scales, suggesting acceptable levels of discriminant validity (Gaski and Nevin 1985).  
Two additional tests were performed to check for convergent and discriminant validity 
among the measures of the constructs. First, bivariate correlation coefficients were computed for 
all items grouped by their respective factors. As shown in Appendix F-1, all bivariate 
correlations within each factor (shaded area) are significantly different from zero, which 
indicates convergent validity. Moreover, within-factor inter-item correlations were greater than 
most (if not all) other correlations across other factors. Correlations between pairs of items 
measuring the same construct were found to be higher than correlations between items 
measuring different constructs, which indicates acceptable levels of convergent and discriminant 
validity (Churchill 1979).  
Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was performed on the independent variables for each 
of the three stages of the coupon redemption process (i.e. devaluation effect, income effect, 
opportunity cost and coupon proneness for stage 1; compulsive shopping, arousal-seeking and 
savings propensity for stage 2; and diminishing returns, switching behavior and novelty-seeking 
for stage 3), where the variables were allowed to correlate freely with one another. As the results 
in Appendix F-2 show, all except two of the CFA loadings had identical signs as the bivariate 
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Pearson correlation coefficients between each pair of respective items. All CFA loadings were 
also lower than the respective Cronbach’s Alpha for each variable. This further corroborates that 
the measures have acceptable levels of discriminant validity. 
Finally, the independent variables were checked for presence of outliers and influential 
observations (Kvanli, Pavur and Keeling 2003), and results showed no indication of such 
problems (Cook’s D < 1 and leverage value < 0.03). In addition, skewness and kurtosis tests and 
normality curves revealed that the independent variables are at least close-to-normally 
distributed (Table 13).   
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      TABLE 12 
 























Seeking (0.80)          
Compulsive 
Shopping **0.31 (0.73)         
Coupon 
Proneness **0.21 **0.36 (0.81)        
Devaluation 
Effect **0.06 **0.37 **0.15 (0.69)       
Diminishing  
Returns **0.18 *0.04 **0.07 **0.23 (0.72)      
Income Effect **0.27 **0.21 **0.71 0.00 **0.12 (0.85)     
Novelty 
Seeking **0.64 **0.08 *0.05 **-0.09 0.04 **0.12 (0.71)    
Opportunity 
Cost **0.12 **0.16 **-0.41 **0.35 **0.24 **-0.37 -0.01     (0.86)   
Savings 
Propensity **0.09 **0.30 **0.40 **0.40 **0.27 **0.27 **-0.10 **-0.07 (0.79)  
Switching 
Behavior **0.19 **0.20 **0.06 **0.13 **0.21 **0.14 **-0.09 **0.21 0.02 (0.78) 




Normality of Constructs Test Results  










Seeking 3.35 3.33 3.00 0.70 -0.22 0.05 0.41 0.10 
Compulsive 
Shopping 2.72 2.71 3.00 0.81 0.08 0.05 -0.23 0.10 
Coupon 
Proneness 2.93 3.00 3.00 0.87 -0.02 0.05 -0.31 0.10 
Devaluation 
Effect 2.45 2.50 2.00 0.85 0.33 0.05 -0.30 0.10 
Diminishing 
Returns 3.10 3.14 3.00 0.76 -0.08 0.05 0.04 0.10 
Income 
Effect 3.36 3.33 3.00 0.88 -0.21 0.05 -0.22 0.10 
Novelty 
Seeking 3.31 3.29 3.00 0.68 0.16 0.05 0.33 0.10 
Opportunity 
Cost 2.95 3.00 3.00 0.92 0.07 0.05 -0.42 0.10 
Savings 
Propensity 2.45 2.50 2.00 0.91 0.33 0.05 -0.42 0.10 
                                       
Switching 
Behavior 3.29 3.40 3.00 0.84 -0.21 0.05 -0.07 0.10 
Hypotheses Testing 
In order to test the hypotheses for the current study, the items measuring various 
constructs were averaged to compute the corresponding composite scores. These 
composite scores were then used as independent variables in the test of hypotheses. The 
subsequent sections describe the results of the tests in the order of the conceptual model.  
Scatter plots of the scales revealed that they could be subject to linear regression. 
The first multiple regression model was tested pertaining to stage 1 (Figure3, Chapter 2), 
with intention to redeem coupons (a single item measure) as the dependent variable and 
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composite scores for income effect, devaluation effect, opportunity cost and coupon 
proneness as the independent variables. This model captures hypotheses H1a, H1b, H1c 
and H1d.  
The results of this analysis are presented in Table 14 and provide support for H1b 
(β = 0.26, p-value = 0.00), H1c (β = -0.20, p-value = 0.00) and H1d (β = 0.24, p-value = 
0.00). However, the regression results do not provide support for H1a (β = -0.02, p-value 
= 0.30).  
For the overall regression model, F-value is significant, suggesting that all factors 
explain a significant part of the variation in the model. The explanatory power of the 
model is acceptable (R2 = 0.33, Adj. R2 = 0.33). Moreover, the independent variables 
possessed tolerance values between 0.42 and 0.76, and variance inflation factors less than 
2.37, which indicated that multicolinearity was not a concern for the purpose of multiple 
regression analysis (Neter, Wasserman and Kutner 1983). 
Summary 
H1a: The consumer’s intention to redeem the coupon is negatively associated with the 
perception of devaluation of the promoted product due to the coupon (not supported). 
 
H1b: The consumer’s intention to redeem the coupon is positively associated with the 
perception of savings from coupon redemption (supported). 
 
H1c: The consumer’s intention to redeem the coupon is negatively associated with the 
opportunity cost of coupon redemption (supported).           
 
H1d: The consumer’s intention to redeem the coupon is positively associated with the 






Stage 1 Hypotheses Testing Results: Intention to Redeem Coupons 
Hypotheses 
Independent 
Variables    β* Std.β**    t-stat 
p-
Value Tol VIF*** Supp? 
 (Constant) 1.7 0.13 13.35 0    
H1a 
Devaluation 
Effect -0.03 -0.02 -1.05 0.3 0.76 1.31 No 
H1b Income Effect 0.34 0.26 10.94 0.00 0.49 2.05 Yes 
H1c 
Opportunity 
Cost -0.24 -0.20 -9.45 0.00 0.65 1.53 Yes 
H1d 
Coupon 
Proneness  0.30 0.24 9.10 0.00 0.42 2.37 Yes 
F-statistic 292.47          0.00   
R 0.57        
R2 0.33        
Adj. R2 0.33        
*unstandardized beta coefficient; **standardized beta coefficient; ***variance inflation factor; Tol=tolerance level  
 
For all the four hypotheses in stage 2 (Figure 3, Chapter 2), the dependent 
variable is intention to spend savings from coupon redemption (ISS), which was created 
by averaging the scores of four items that were designed to predict this variable. The 
independent variables were the composite scores for income effect, compulsive shopping, 
arousal-seeking and saving-propensity. A hierarchical multiple regression was used for 
testing the hypotheses H2a, H2b, H2c and H2d (model 1). Then, the stage 1 variables of 
devaluation effect, opportunity cost and coupon proneness were also included as (higher 
order) independent variables in model 2. This procedure was performed in order to test 
whether the inclusion of the factors that affect the decision whether to redeem the coupon 
(stage 1) in the model significantly affected the results of model 2. The results are shown 
in Table 15 and provide support for H2a (β = 0.21, p-value = 0.00), H2b (β = 0.23, p-
value = 0.00) and H2c (β = 0.13, p-value = 0.0). The β weight associated with savings 
propensity (β = 0.31, p-value = 0.00) although significant, is opposite in direction to that 
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of the hypothesis and hence, H2d is not supported. The significance of the F-statistic 
suggests acceptable explanatory power (R2 = 0.35, Adj. R2 = 0.34).  
The percentage of the total variance in the model explained shows marginal 
increase when stage one variables are also included in the regression (model 2). The 
directionality of the effects of income effect, compulsive shopping, arousal-seeking and 
savings propensity and significance remain unchanged under both the models, which 
indicates the stability of the hypothesized model. 
         
TABLE 15 
 
Stage 2 Hypotheses Testing Results: Whether to Keep or Spend Savings 
 Model 1 Model 2 
Hypotheses 
Indep. 
Variables  β* Std.β** t-Stat 
p-
Value Tol VIF*** Supp.?   β Std.β   t-Stat p-Value  
 (Constant) 0.13  1.46 0.14    0.19  1.81 0.07 
H2a 
Income 
Effect 0.21   0.21 11.83 0.00 0.86 1.16 Yes 0.11 0.11 4.76 0.00 
H2b 
Compulsive 
Shopping 0.26   0.23 12.61 0.00 0.82 1.22 Yes 0.20 0.18 9.37 0.00 
H2c 
Arousal 
Seeking 0.16   0.13 7.19 0.00 0.85 1.17 Yes 0.19 0.15 8.36 0.00 
H2d 
Savings 
Propensity 0.30   0.31 17.18 0.00 0.86 1.16 No 0.23 0.24 12.33 0.00 
 
Devaluation 
Effect        0.13 0.12 6.11 0.00 
 
Opportunity
Cost        -0.08 -0.08 -3.71 0.00 
 
Coupon 
Proneness        0.13 0.13 4.76 0.00 
F  316.60   0.00    199.10   0.00 
R  0.59       0.61    
R2  0.35       0.37    
Adj. R2  0.34       0.37      





H2a: The consumer’s intention to spend the savings from coupon redemption is 
positively associated with the perception of savings (supported). 
 
H2b: The consumer’s intention to spend the savings from coupon redemption is 
positively associated with the compulsive shopping trait (supported). 
 
H2c: The consumer’s intention to spend the savings from coupon redemption is 
positively associated with the feeling of arousal generated by the coupon (supported). 
 
H2d: The consumer’s intention to spend the savings from coupon redemption is 
negatively associated with the savings propensity of the individual (not supported). 
 
The last stage of the proposed model tests the determinants of how consumers 
choose to spend the savings from coupon redemption. This study proposes that the 
consumer has four options as to how s/he might spend the savings from coupon 
redemption: (option 1) buy more of the promoted product, (option 2) buy more of a 
complementary product, (option 3) buy more of a substitute product and (option 4) buy 
more of a novel product. The last set of hypotheses is associated with these four choices.  
 A hierarchical regression is used with intention to spend savings to buy more of 
the promoted product (ISSPP) as the dependent variable (option 1), which was a single-
item scale. First, only the variables in the hypotheses H3a and H3b are included as 
independent variables (i.e., relative strength of income effect over devaluation effect and 
diminishing returns). The variables from stage 2 (compulsive shopping, arousal-seeking 
and savings propensity) and stage 1 (opportunity cost and coupon proneness) are 
incrementally included in the multiple regression analysis. The results of this analysis are 
presented in Table 16. 
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The results do not provide support for H3a (β = 0.02, p-value = 0.23). On the 
other hand, although the directionality of association is inverse of what was hypothesized 
in H3b (β = 0.07, p-value = 0.00), the beta weight is significant. In other words, 
consumers intend to spend their savings from coupon redemption to purchase more of the 
promoted product as the relative strength of their perception of savings over devaluation 
increases, but the relationship is not significant. In the context of H3b, on the other hand, 
consumers intend to buy more of the promoted product even though they already possess 
more of the same product, and the association is significant.  
Subsequent addition of higher order variables in the hierarchical regression model 
yield interesting results. As seen in Table 16, explanatory power of the variables 
increases substantially from almost nil (model 1) to 17% (model 2) and to 20% in model 
3. The directionality of relative strength of perceived savings over devaluation remains 
unchanged in model 2 (β = 0.05, p-value = 0.02) but reverses in model 3 (β = -0.08, p-
value = 0.00). The directionality of diminishing returns, however, changes from positive 
in model 1 to negative in both model 2 (β = -0.03, p-value = 0.10) and model 3 (β = - 
0.02, p-value = 0.27) but becomes non-significant in both models. The higher order 
variables of compulsive shopping, arousal-seeking, savings propensity remain significant 
in both models 2 and 3 (p-value = 0.00 in both models). In model 3, opportunity cost is 
non-significant (p-value = 0.11), while coupon proneness is significant (p-value = 0.00). 
For the overall multiple regression model, F-statistics (p = 0.00) were significant for 




Stage 3 Hypotheses Testing Results: Intention to Spend Savings on Promoted Product 
          




Variables β* Std.β** t-Stat
p-
Value Tol VIF*** Supp? β Std.β t-Stat
p-
Value β Std.β t-Stat
p-
Value
 (Constant) 2.4  22.8 0.00 0.67  4.78 0.00 0.51  3.21 0.00
H3a IE_DE 0.02 0.02 1.19 0.23 0.99 1.01 No 0.04 0.05 2.39 0.02 -0.07 -0.08 -3.21








Returns 0.11 0.07 3.33 0.00 0.99 1.01 No -0.05 -0.03 -1.65 0.10 -0.04 -0.02 -1.11 0.27
 Compulsive 
Shopping    0.28 0.19 9.08 0.00 0.19 0.13 5.75 0.00
 Arousal 
Seeking   0.16 0.09 4.55 0.00 0.16 0.10 4.66 0.00
 Savings 
Propensity   0.37 0.29   14.04 0.00 0.26 0.20 9.12 0.00
 Opportunity 
Cost     -0.05 -0.04 -1.62 0.11
 Coupon 
Proneness    0.30 0.22 8.43 0.00
F  5.96  0.00 97.34  0.00 85.60  0.00
R  0.07  
    
0.41  0.45 
R2  0.004    0.17  0.20 




Stage 3 Hypotheses Testing Results: Intention to Spend Savings on Complementary Product 




Variables β * Std.β** t-Stat
p-




Value β Std.β t-Stat
p-
Value
 (Constant) 2.29  21.93 0.00    0.53  3.77 0.00 0.46  2.88 0.00
H3c Diminishing 
Returns 0.17 0.11 5.33 0.00 0.99 1.00 Yes 0.03 0.02 1.06 0.29 0.06 0.04 1.87 0.06
H3d IE_DE 0.13 0.13 6.48 0.00 0.99 1.00 Yes 0.14 0.15 7.62 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.69 0.50
 Compulsive 
Shopping        0.30 0.20 9.72 0.00 0.22 0.15 6.67 0.00
 Arousal 
Seeking        0.19 0.11 5.58 0.00 0.20 0.12 5.90 0.00
 Savings 
Propensity        0.29 0.22 1.74 0.00 0.17 0.13 6.00 0.00
 Opportunity 
Cost            -0.09 -0.07 -2.79 0.00
 Coupon 
Proneness            0.28 0.21 7.94 0.00
F  32.59   0.00    95.81   0.00 84.98   0.00
R  0.16       0.41    0.45    
R2  0.03       0.17    0.20    
Adj.R2  0.03       0.20    0.20    
                  1hypotheses;*unstandardized beta coefficient; **standardized beta coefficient; ***variance inflation factor; Tol=tolerance level 
 




As seen in Table 16, the multiple regression analysis provide mixed results for 
H3a and H3b, which are stated as follows: 
 
H3a: The consumer’s intention to spend savings from coupon redemption to buy more of 
the promoted product is positively associated with the relative strength of perception of 
savings over that of devaluation due to coupon redemption (not supported). 
 
H3b: The consumer’s intention to spend savings from coupon redemption to buy more of 
the promoted product is negatively associated with the amount of the promoted product 
that the individual already possesses (not supported).  
 
The second option for the consumer is to purchase a product that goes with the 
promoted product, referred to as complementary product in this dissertation (ISSCP).  
A hierarchical regression is used with ISSCP as the dependent variable (option 2), 
which was a single-item scale. First, only the variables in the hypotheses H3c and H3d 
are included as independent variables (i.e., diminishing returns and relative strength of 
income effect over devaluation effect). The variables from stage 2 (compulsive shopping, 
arousal-seeking and savings propensity) and stage 1 (opportunity cost and coupon 
proneness) are incrementally included in the multiple hierarchical regression analysis.  
As the results in Table 17 show, H3c is supported (β = 0.11, p-value = 0.00). In 
other words, the more of the promoted product the consumer already possesses, the more 
of a complementary product s/he will intend to purchase with the savings from coupon 
redemption. H3d is also supported (β = 0.13, p-value = 0.00) suggesting that higher the 
perception of savings over devaluation, higher the intention of the consumer to spend 
savings from coupon redemption on buying a complementary product.  
When higher order variables are added to the multiple regression model, the 
directionality of the effect of diminishing returns remains unchanged in model 2 (β = 
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0.02, p-value = 0.29) as well as in model 3 (β = 0.04, p-value = 0.06), even though the 
effects are non-significant in both models. The directionality of the effect of income 
effect over devaluation effect remains unchanged in model 2 (β = 0.15, p-value = 0.00) 
and in model 3 (β = 0.02, p-value = 0.50). The effect remains significant in model 2 but 
becomes non-significant in model 3. The stage 2 higher order variables of compulsive 
shopping, arousal-seeking, savings propensity remain significant in model 1 (p-value = 
0.00), model 2 (p-value = 0.00) and model 3 (p-value = 0.00), as seen in Table 17. The 
stage 1 higher order variables of opportunity cost (p-value = 0.00) and coupon proneness 
(p-value = 0.00) are significant (model 3).   
Overall, F-statistic is significant for models 1, 2 and 3 (p-value = 0.00 in each 
case). There is notable increase in explanatory power from model 1 (R2 = 0.03, Adj. R2 = 
0.03) to model 2 (R2 = 0.17, Adj. R2 = 0.20), and nominal increase from model 2 to model 
3 (R2 = 0.20, Adj.R2 = 0.20). These indicators suggest that the stage 2 variables (model 2) 
add substantial explanatory power to the model, while stage 1 variables add only 
marginal explanatory power to the model (model 3).  
Summary: 
 
H3c: The consumer’s intention to spend savings from coupon redemption to buy a 
complementary product is positively associated with the amount of the promoted product 
that the individual already has (supported).  
 
H3d: The consumer’s intention to spend savings from coupon redemption to buy a 
complementary product is positively associated with the relative strength of perception of 
savings over that of devaluation due to coupon redemption (supported). 
 
 The third option for the consumer is to spend the savings from coupon redemption 
to buy a similar product, referred to as substitute product in this dissertation (ISSSP).  
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 A hierarchical regression is used with ISSSP as the dependent variable (option 3), 
which was a single-item scale. Only the variables in the hypotheses H3e and H3f are 
included as independent variables (i.e., devaluation effect and switching behavior). The 
variables from stage 2 (income effect, compulsive shopping, arousal-seeking and savings 
propensity) and stage 1 (opportunity cost and coupon proneness) were incrementally 
included in the multiple hierarchical regression model. 
 As the results in Table 18 show, H3e is supported (β = 0.27, p-value = 0.00). In 
other words, the higher the devaluation of the promoted product due to the coupon, the 
higher the intention of the individual to spend savings to buy a substitute product. H3f is 
also supported (β = 0.50, p-value = 0.01), which suggests that the higher the switching 
behavior of the consumer, the higher the intention to buy a substitute product with 
savings from coupon redemption.  
 When higher order stage 2 variables (such as income effect, compulsive shopping, 
arousal-seeking and savings propensity) are added to the multiple regression model, the 
directionality and significance of devaluation effect in model 2 (β = 0.12, p-value = 0.00) 
remain unchanged. The degree of association of switching behavior becomes zero (β = 
0.00, p-value = 1.00) and non-significant in model 2. As far as the higher order stage 2 
variables are concerned, they are significant (p-value = 0.00) in model 2. Finally, when 
the stage 1 higher order variables of opportunity cost and coupon proneness are added, 
there is negligible increase in degree of association of devaluation effect (β = 0.14, p-
value = 0.00), and that of switching behavior (β = 0.02, p-value = 0.24), while the latter 
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association continues to be non-significant (model 3). Also, opportunity cost (p-value = 
0.00) and coupon proneness (p-value = 0.00) are significant (model 3).  
 Overall, F-statistic is significant for each of the models 1, 2 and 3 (i.e. p-value = 
0.00 in all models). There is a notable increase in explanatory power from 8% (model 1) 
to 21% (model 2) and to 22% in model 3.These figures, as seen in Table 18, suggest that 
stage 2 higher order variables add notable explanatory power to the model, whereas stage 
1 variables add almost zero additional power.   
Summary: 
H3e: The consumer’s intention to spend savings from coupon redemption to buy a 
substitute (of the promoted) product is positively associated with the perception of 
devaluation of the promoted product (supported).  
 
H3f: The consumer’s intention to spend savings from coupon redemption to buy a 
substitute (of the promoted) product is positively associated with the switching behavior 






Stage 3 Hypotheses Testing Results: Intention to Spend Savings on Substitute Product 




Variables β* Std.β** t-Stat
p-
Value Tol VIF*** Supp.? β Std.β t-Stat
p-
Value β Std.β t-Stat
p-
Value
 (Constant) 1.61  14.69 0.00    0.10  0.72 0.47 0.30  1.84 0.67 
H3e Devaluation 
Effect 0.37 0.27 13.47 0.00 0.98 1.02 Yes 0.16 0.12 5.44 0.00 0.19 0.14 6.08 0.00 
H3f Switching 
Behavior 0.70 0.50 2.47 0.01 0.95 1.05 Yes 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.03 0.02 1.17 0.24 
 Income Effect        0.15 0.11 5.61 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.11 0.91 
 Compulsive 
Shopping        0.27 0.18 8.58 0.00 0.24 0.17 7.46 0.00 
 Arousal Seeking        0.09 0.05 2.69 0.00 0.12 0.07 3.44 0.00 
 Savings 
Propensity        0.29 0.22 10.53 0.00 0.25 0.19 8.92 0.00 
 Opportunity Cost             -0.09 -0.08 -3.09 0.00 
 Coupon Proneness            0.17 0.12 4.06 0.00 
F  99.99   0.00    103.46   0.00 83.83   0.00 
R  0.28       0.46    0.47    
R2  0.08       0.21    0.22  
1hypotheses; *unstandardized beta c stand rdized eta coefficient; ***varian n facto ; Tol=tolerance level oefficient; ** a b ce inflatio r
  
Adj.R2  0.08       0.21    0.22
 




Stage 3 Hypotheses Testing Results: Intention to Spend Savings on Novel Product 




Variables β* Std.β** t-Stat
p-
Value Tol VIF*** Supp.? β Std.β t-Stat 
p-
Value β Std.β t-Stat
p-
Value
 (Constant) 1.41  9.99 0.00    0.29  1.91 0.06 0.28  1.52 0.13 
H3g Novelty 
Seeking 0.41 0.23 1.15 0.25 0.99 1.01 No -0.06 -0.04 -1.45 0.15 -0.06 -0.04 -1.42 0.16 
H3h Income 
Effect 0.37 0.27 13.68 0.00 0.99 1.01 Yes 0.22 0.16 7.93 0.00 0.14 0.10 3.77 0.00 
 Compulsive 
Shopping        0.26 0.17 8.36 0.00 0.22 0.15 6.43 0.00 
 Arousal 
Seeking        0.20 0.12 4.50 0.00 0.22 0.13 4.7 0.00 
 Savings 
Propensity        0.25 0.19 9.19 0.00 0.20 0.15 6.81 0.00 
 Devaluation 
Effect            0.08 0.06 2.37 0.02 
 Opportunity 
Cost            -0.03 -0.03 -1.01 0.31 
 
Coupon 
Proneness            0.12 0.09 2.80 0.00 
F  97.45   0.00    100.05   0.00 65.12   0.00 
R  0.27       0.42    0.42    
R2  0.08       0.17    0.18  
1hypotheses; *unsta oefficient; **standa ized b ta co t; ***varian n factor; Tol=tolerance levelndardized beta c rd e efficien ce inflatio  
  
Adj.R2  0.07       0.17    0.18 
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 The fourth option for the consumer is to spend the savings from coupon 
redemption to buy a product that is unrelated to the promoted product, referred to as 
novel product in this dissertation (ISSNP).  
 A hierarchical regression is used with ISSNP as the dependent variable (option 4), 
which is a single-item scale. Only the variables in the hypotheses H3g and H3h are 
included as independent variables (i.e., novelty-seeking and income effect). Then, the 
variables from stage 2 (compulsive shopping, arousal-seeking and savings propensity) 
were incrementally included in the multiple hierarchical regression model.  
As the results show in Table 19, H3g is not supported (β = 0.23, p-value = 0.25), 
suggesting that novelty-seeking does not have an association with intention to spend 
savings on novel product. H3h is supported (β = 0.27, p-value = 0.00).  
When higher order stage 2 variables (such as compulsive shopping, arousal-
seeking and savings propensity) are included in the multiple regression model, the 
directionality of novelty-seeking gets reversed and becomes non-significant in model 2 (β 
= - 0.04, p-value = 0.15). The direction of association of income effect, however, remains 
unchanged and the beta weight stays significant in model 2 (β = 0.16, p-value = 0.00). All 
the higher order variables (compulsive shopping, arousal-seeking and savings propensity) 
are significant in model 2 (p-value = 0.00 for all variables). When stage 1 higher order 
variables (devaluation effect, opportunity cost and coupon proneness) are subsequently 
added to the regression model, the direction of association of novelty-seeking, once 
again, stays negative but continues to be non-significant in model 3 (β = -0.04, p-value = 
0.16). Income effect continues to show same direction of association and is significant in 
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model 3 (β = 0.10, p-value = 0.00). The stage 1 variables (model 3) show mixed effects 
as seen in Table 19. Devaluation effect (p-value = 0.02) is significant, opportunity cost is 
non-significant (p-value = 0.31) and coupon proneness is significant (p-value = 0.00).   
Overall, the F-statistic is significant for each of the three models (p-value = 0.00). 
There is notable increase in explanatory power from model 1 (R2= 0.08, Adj. R2 = 0.07) 
to model 2 (R2 = 0.17, Adj. R2 = 0.17), but not for model 3 (R2 = 0.18, Adj.R2 = 0.18). 
Summary: 
H3g: The consumer’s intention to spend savings from coupon redemption to buy a novel 
product is positively associated with the novelty-seeking trait (not supported).           
 
H3h: The consumer’s intention to spend savings from coupon redemption to buy a novel 




                                                         TABLE 20 
 
                                     Summary of Hypotheses Tests Results 
Hypotheses Supp.?
H1a: The consumer’s intention to redeem the coupon is negatively associated with the 
perception of devaluation of the promoted product due to the coupon 
 
No 
H1b: The consumer’s intention to redeem the coupon is positively associated with the 
perception of savings from coupon redemption 
 
Yes 
H1c: The consumer’s intention to redeem the coupon is negatively associated with the 
opportunity cost of coupon redemption 
 
Yes 
H1d: The consumer’s intention to redeem the coupon is positively associated with the coupon 
proneness of the consumer 
 
Yes 
H2a: The consumer’s intention to spend the savings from coupon redemption is positively 
associated with the perception of savings 
 
Yes 
H2b: The consumer’s intention to spend the savings from coupon redemption is positively 
associated with the compulsive shopping trait 
 
Yes 
H2c: The consumer’s intention to spend the savings from coupon redemption is positively 
associated with the feeling of arousal generated by the coupon 
 
Yes 




                TABLE 20 (continued) 
 
Hypotheses_______________________________________________________________         
H2d: The consumer’s intention to spend the savings from coupon redemption is negatively 






H3a: The consumer’s intention to spend savings from coupon redemption to buy more of the 
promoted product is positively associated with the relative strength of perception of savings 
over that of devaluation due to coupon redemption 
 
No 
H3b: The consumer’s intention to spend savings from coupon redemption to buy more of the 
promoted product is negatively associated with the amount of the promoted product that the 
individual already possesses 
 
No 
H3c: The consumer’s intention to spend savings from coupon redemption to buy a 
complementary product is positively associated with the amount of the promoted product that 
the individual already has 
 
Yes 
H3d: The consumer’s intention to spend savings from coupon redemption to buy a 
complementary product is positively associated with the relative strength of perception of 
savings over that of devaluation due to coupon redemption 
 
Yes 
H3e: The consumer’s intention to spend savings from coupon redemption to buy a substitute 




H3f: The consumer’s intention to spend savings from coupon redemption to buy a substitute 
(of the promoted) product is positively associated with the switching behavior 
 
Yes 
H3g: The consumer’s intention to spend savings from coupon redemption to buy a novel 
product is positively associated with the novelty-seeking trait 
 
No 
H3h: The consumer’s intention to spend savings from coupon redemption to buy a novel 







 This study investigates consumer’s grocery coupon redemption decision-making 
process and its antecedents and consequences. Specifically, it looks at the process from 
an atomistic perspective and the different stages involved in the coupon redemption 
process, which culminates in the potential utilization of savings from coupon redemption 
on purchases of other grocery products.  
In order to gain clarity into this process, the study relies on the theoretical 
framework of reasoned action (Ajzen and Fishbein 1980) and takes the stance that 
coupon redemption is a pre-planned and well-coordinated process (Bagozzi, Baumgartner 
and Yi 1992). The theory of reasoned action suggests that an individual’s beliefs towards 
the consequences of certain actions influence his/her attitude towards an action, which, in 
turn, influences the individual’s intention to perform that action. In other words, an 
individual’s intention to redeem a coupon or spend the savings on making further 
purchases can be considered to be a strong indicator of how the individual would act 
under the given circumstances. 
 To this end, the first chapter introduces the concept of coupon redemption, 
discusses the reasons why coupons are considered one of the most prominent tools of 
promotion and some of the issues of concern with respect decreasing coupon redemption. 
The first chapter also provides a brief discussion of coupon-related literature in marketing 
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and non-marketing disciplines, and how such research has provided structure and support 
to the current study.  
Chapter 2 offers a detailed review of literature pertaining to coupons, such as 
coupon distribution and usage, different types of coupons available, which products are 
more prone to coupon redemption than others, different sources of coupon and the media 
through which they are made available to consumers. A discussion about the major 
theories associated with coupon redemption is undertaken, which leads to hypotheses 
development. 
 Chapter 3 provides an outline of the research method followed, including the 
scale development process, pilot studies (where data was collected and how the scales 
were refined with relevant input from different sources). This set the stage for conducting 
the main study, which was discussed towards the end of that chapter. 
 Finally, chapter 4 provides a discussion of the data analyses undertaken and its 
results. Detailed discussion is provided with regard to validity and generalizability of data 
and reliability of the constructs used in the study. The fourth chapter also provides the 
results of the tests of hypotheses. This chapter presents an analysis and pertinent 
discussion of the statistical results of the hypotheses that were tested in Chapter 4. 
Stage 1: Intention to redeem the coupon 
 Overall, the four factors of income effect, devaluation effect, opportunity cost and 
coupon proneness explain 33% of the total variance, which suggests that the first stage 
(whether to redeem the coupon or not) of the hypothesized model (Figure 3, Chapter 2) is 
reasonably robust. However, the hypothesis that the individual’s intention to redeem the 
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coupon was negatively associated with the perception of devaluation due to the coupon 
was not supported. Given that grocery products undergo rigorous inspection and quality 
checks by the USDA, FDA and other agencies, the general consumer, it appears, has 
developed a certain level of confidence in their grocery purchase. As such, devaluation 
effect may not be strong enough (beta weight -0.02) to negatively influence their 
purchase. 
The second hypothesis, which states that the individual’s intention to redeem a 
coupon is positively associated with his/her perception of savings from coupon 
redemption, is supported. It suggests that perception of savings positively influences the 
decision whether to redeem a coupon, and this result strengthens the findings gleaned 
from psychology and economics literatures (Arkes et al. 1994; Golden and Zimmer 1986; 
Kreps 1990; Mansfield and Yohe 2000).     
 The third hypothesis, which suggests that the consumer’s intention to redeem the 
coupon is negatively associated with the opportunity cost of redeeming the coupon is also 
supported. The consumer could have devoted the time and effort expended on collecting 
and redeeming coupons in performing some other activities. In other words, by 
redeeming the coupon, the individual foregoes the opportunity to perform those 
alternative activities. 
Coupon proneness is a recognized behavioral trait in marketing and promotions 
literature (Lichtenstein, Netemeyer and Burton 1990). Individuals, who are coupon-
prone, have a positive disposition towards redeeming coupons. To the best of the author’s 
knowledge, no prior research focused on the validity of the coupon-proneness scale with 
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regard to grocery products. Thus, support for the fourth hypothesis (the consumer’s 
intention to redeem the coupon is positively associated with the coupon proneness of the 
consumer) provides credence to the robustness of the current study. 
Stage 2: Keep or spend savings from coupon redemption 
 In the second stage of the coupon redemption process, the consumer intends to 
either keep or spend the perceived savings from coupon redemption. This is influenced 
by factors such as the perception of savings, compulsive shopping trait, arousal seeking 
and savings-propensity of the individual. The results indicated that this intention is 
positively influenced by perception of savings, compulsive shopping, arousal-seeking and 
savings-propensity. In other words, as economics and marketing literatures suggest, if the 
perception of increase in real income (income effect) is high, the individual will be 
motivated to spend (rather than keep) the savings from coupon redemption (Arkes et al. 
1994; Sherman and Smith 1987).  
The construct of compulsive shopping is well-established in promotions literature. 
It is defined as “chronic buying episodes of a somewhat stereotyped fashion in which the 
consumer feels unable to stop or significantly moderate the behavior” (Faber and 
O’Guinn 1989, p.738). The current study supports the hypothesis that compulsive 
shoppers are more likely to spend their savings from coupon redemption (H2b).  
 Similarly, the phenomenon that perception of savings leads to arousal and the role 
of arousal in stimulating purchases has long been recognized in marketing literature 
(Chandon, Wansink and Laurent 2000; Donovan et al. 1994), which is now further 
strengthened by the findings of the current study.  
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This study, however, does not support the hypothesized negative relation between 
the intention to spend savings and the savings propensity of the individual (H2d). A 
probable cause for this unexpected result might be that savings on grocery coupons are 
too trivial for the consumer (Cheong 1993), especially in comparison to other constructs 
aiding the spending drive, such as compulsive shopping and arousal. Unless the value of 
savings reaches a “threshold” level, consumers may either not be able to perceive 
savings, or they may not find keeping track of and utilizing such savings worth their 
effort. A similar notion of “threshold” has been suggested in literature on gambling and 
savings propensity in consumer behavior literature as well as in literature on investment 
behavior (Poser 2001) and management (Gaba and Viscusi 1998). Individuals who take 
risks for entertainment purposes (such as gamblers and investors) are not perturbed by 
losses as long as the losses are small.    
Stage 3: How to spend savings from coupon redemption 
Stage 3 in the hypothesized coupon redemption process focuses on the 
consumer’s choice set with respect to utilization of savings from coupon redemption. The 
first option considered in the study is to buy more of the promoted product. As explained 
in the theoretical framework, a coupon engenders two conflicting perceptions in the 
consumer’s mind: one is that of savings (income effect), which may motivate more 
purchases of the promoted product. The other is that of devaluation of the promoted 
product, which may result in lower purchase of the product. The consumer will utilize the 
savings to buy more of the promoted product only if income effect is greater than 
devaluation effect. However, the findings do not support this hypothesis. In other words, 
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the consumer’s purchase of more of the promoted product may be influenced by factors 
other than the difference of income effect over devaluation effect. It may be influenced 
more by consumer’s need, promotion, impulse, and other transaction-specific topical 
factors.  
The second hypothesis, which states that the intention to buy more of the 
promoted product is negatively associated with the amount of the promoted product the 
consumer already possesses, is also not supported. Surprisingly, the direction of the 
association is positive and significant. One probable reason might be that most of the 
grocery products in the basket chosen for the current study have a relatively long shelf 
life (bread, snacks, juice, frozen ready-to-eat and soft drinks). As such, even if the 
consumer possesses the promoted product, s/he may be encouraged to stock up using the 
savings from coupon redemption. This, in turn, might lead to its positive but weak (beta 
weight = 0.07) association with the intention to spend savings from coupon redemption. 
The strengths of the associations between income effect over devaluation effect and 
diminishing returns with intention to purchase a promoted product are very weak (R2 = 
0.004). 
When higher order variables (from hypothesized stage 1 and stage 2 of the 
coupon redemption process) are included in the model, total variance explained increases 
by 17%, but the results still remain inconclusive. Thus, it can be suggested that the 
increased purchase of the promoted product is not a simple function of income effect, 
devaluation effect, and how much of the promoted product is in the pantry. It is complex, 
and should be a focus of future research. It may be surmised that even the relatively 
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straightforward decision of whether or not to redeem a coupon is not significantly 
associated with devaluation effect (H1a). This may have played a role as to why the 
strength of income over devaluation effect is not associated with intention to spend 
savings to buy more of the promoted product.  
The second option in stage 3 (of the hypothesized coupon redemption process) 
argues that consumers could also spend savings from coupon redemption to buy 
complementary products. The results suggest that this decision is positively associated 
with the amount of the promoted product that the individual already possesses, and 
positively with the perception of income effect over devaluation effect. These findings 
make sense because complementary products (hot dog buns) are purchased to enhance 
the enjoyment of consumption of the promoted product (hot dog). Arguably, if the 
individual already has enough of the promoted product to start with, his/her intention to 
buy more of a complementary product will also be high, especially if they feel that they 
are “richer” (income effect over devaluation effect). Overall, these two variables explain 
only three percent of the total variance in the model. 
The third proposed option available to consumers is to spend savings on buying a 
substitute product. The results provide support for the notion that when the promoted 
product is highly devalued in the consumer’s perception, it motivates higher purchase of 
a similar product and/or competing brand (which, in economics terminology, is referred 
to as substitute product, such as Kellogg’s All Bran® vs. Post’s Raisin Bran®). The results 
also provide support for the argument that the higher the switching behavior of 
consumers, the higher the intention to buy more of a substitute product. The rationale is 
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as follows: once the consumer redeems the coupon by purchasing the promoted product, 
s/he will use the savings from coupon redemption to buy more of the substitute product, 
because of his/her tendency to switch from the promoted to the substitute product. This 
finding has implications in terms of how to block a competing product’s sale using 
coupons. It does not appear to be happening, especially if the coupon leads to a 
devaluation effect.   
When the higher order variables were included in the regression model, the 
directionality and significance of devaluation effect remain intact. For switching 
behavior, although the direction of association remains unchanged, it becomes non-
significant for both the latter stages. It appears that the devaluation effect has a more 
lasting effect on the purchase of substitute products than the switching behavior itself. 
The fourth option proposed is to spend savings on novel product. The results do 
not provide support for the first hypothesis, suggesting that consumers’ novelty-seeking 
trait will have a positive effect on their buying novel product, if using savings from 
coupon redemption. Novelty-seeking is defined as a person’s tendency to approach rather 
than avoid varied and novel experiences (Mehrabian and Russell 1974). A probable 
explanation for the non-significant result associated with novelty may lie in the way the 
construct of novelty-seeking is defined and operationalized. It is possible that the global 
operationalization of novelty-seeking is not relevant for something as mundane or even as 
crucial as grocery products. Maybe a more context-specific operationalization of this 
construct is required. 
The results do provide support for the hypothesized positive relation between 
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the individual’s income effect and the intention to spend savings from coupon redemption 
to buy novel grocery products. When stage 2 and stage 3 variables are included in the 
model, the novelty-seeking construct continues to remain non-significant, whereas the 
effect of perceived savings remains unchanged.  
 
Summary 
The overarching goal of this study was to investigate the role of economic, 
marketing and psychological factors in the consumer’s intention to redeem grocery 
coupons and utilizing the perceived savings to make more grocery purchases. The data 
collected for this purpose is large, reasonably representative of the geography in terms of 
demographics, and resembles industry reports in terms of coupon redemption by 
consumers.  
In terms of data analysis, all of the five constructs developed for this study 
possess acceptable measures of reliability, convergent and discriminant validity (Tables 
8, 9, 10 and 12 in Chapter 4). The reliability measures vary between 0.69 and 0.86, with 
means varying between 2.29 and 3.36 (on a scale of one to five). Moreover, only one out 
of the 60 items measured and used for the current analysis shows cross-loading. 
When reviewed from a broader perspective, it seems that most of the proposed 
relationships of the antecedents to basic decision such as “whether to redeem the coupon” 
or “whether to spend the savings from coupon redemption” find support in this study. 
However, the relationship between antecedents to the decisions options pertaining to 
“how to spend the savings from coupon redemption” may be more complex than what is 
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proposed in the study. The findings have interesting implications for promotion 
management, bundling of product offerings and placement of products in a retail 





LIMITATIONS, IMPLICATIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS 
The first section of this chapter outlines the limitations. The next section provides 




The convenience snowball sample used for data collection is used fairly widely in 
social science research (Huang and Oppewal 2006; Mehrabian and Russell 1974). 
Students at a large metropolitan university in the Dallas-Fort Worth region in Texas were 
asked to collect data from their acquaintances. In order to obtain a diverse sample and 
maintain integrity of the data at the same time, students were asked to adhere to rigid 
screening criteria as described in Chapter 3. Moreover, in order to make the data as 
generalizable as possible, the responses were screened based on the respondent’s 
profession and only part- or full-time employed respondents were included in the final 
analysis. Even though the data withstood the test of diversity, representative geographical 
distribution, and normality of distribution, a replication using a different sampling 
procedure and even a different sampling frame may not be bad idea. 
The self-reported Internet-based survey poses a limitation by itself because it 
precludes verification of authenticity of the respondent—for example, whether the survey 
was actually filled out by the person responsible for grocery shopping in the household, 
 100
as desired. In contrast, data might have been collected using store-intercept methods and 
secondary sources of data (Heilman, Nakamoto and Rao 2002) or scanner panel data 
(Jorge and Bucklin 2004), which have the capability to provide more objective 
information pertaining to coupon-usage behavior as exhibited by actual grocery-shoppers.    
The third limitation was the focal product category, which included grocery 
products such as milk, bread, snacks (chips, munchies and cookies), cheese, juice, meat, 
frozen ready-to-eat food and soft drinks. Analysis was restricted to this basket of goods 
for several reasons, such as the highest number of coupons redeemed, ubiquity of 
coupons in the grocery industry as a whole, the universal consumption of grocery 
products and the difficulty and complexity of analyzing coupon redemption behavior 
across different industries. Above all, it was felt that since grocery products were 
consumed more frequently than most other products, and respondents would be able to 
provide more accurate responses to the survey questions. Nonetheless, a replication of 
this study in another sector is recommended. 
The fourth limitation of the study was the focus on the intention (as opposed to 
actual behavior) of the individual. Since grocery products are mostly routine purchases 
and are considered to be trivial by some consumers (Silva-Risso and Bucklin 2004), 
respondents might not have been motivated to think how they would intend to act under 
certain circumstances, as asked in the questionnaire.  
Finally, the study instructed the respondents to focus on coupons primarily 
distributed through newspapers, magazines, door-knob fliers, regular mail, or those found 
at the store. Internet coupons (also called e-coupons) were excluded. Future research 
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should involve other types of coupons as well, in order to enrich our understanding of 
coupon usage behavior. 
 
Implications and Future Directions 
 The current study investigates if and how different economic, marketing and 
psychological factors influence the consumer’s coupon redemption, saving and spending 
intentions. Since intentions have been found to be strong predictors of actual behavior 
(Bagozzi, Baumgartner and Yi 1982a) and this study is an attempt to synthesize related 
but often conflicting views from different fields, the contribution of the current research 
can hardly be overemphasized. 
 Coupons are considered to be one of the most popular and widely-used tools of 
promotion (Bonnici et al. 1996; Cheong 1993). Furthermore, its usage is not just confined 
to the grocery sector, but has extended to other sectors of the retail industry as well. As 
such, there exists a notable volume of research regarding promotions using coupons 
(Dhar, Morrison and Raju 1996; Henderson 1988). The grocery industry features one of 
the highest numbers of coupons distributed and redeemed (Coupon Council 2006). 
Nonetheless, issues involving coupon usage in this sector seem to have been largely 
overlooked. Academicians (Bawa and Shoemaker 1987; Dong and Kaiser 2005) have 
identified a plethora of factors that influence coupon redemption behavior, but there is a 
lack of unanimity as to why coupon redemption rates are on the decline over the last few 
years. It is important to answer this question to justify the expenses of manufacturing and 
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distribution of coupons. In this regard, the concepts included in the proposed model in 
this study have provided additional explanation. 
 One way to “justify” coupon distribution expenses would be to persuade 
consumers “trade up” to higher margin products by offering coupons. In other words, 
manufacturers can encourage purchase of higher-margin items by offering exclusive 
coupons to consumers who traditionally purchase only the lower-margin items. The 
consumer might be persuaded to become loyal to the higher-margin product through this 
type of coupon-based incentive. Even though this strategy might require a substantial 
commitment from the manufacturer, the results might be lucrative in the long run, 
because of the manufacturer’s potential to tap into the discretionary income of the 
consumers. This might be critical in the grocery sector where margins are traditionally 
lower than other industries.  
 The findings from this study have some interesting implications for the 
manufacturers and retailers. If the consumer buys more of a complementary or a novel 
product with savings from redeeming coupons (as found in this study), such purchase 
behavior might result in increased sales of an unintended product at the cost of the 
promoted product.  
From an operational standpoint, the complementary product needs to be placed in 
the vicinity of the promoted product inside the store, so as to make it convenient for the 
shoppers. Another solution would be to offer complementary products as bundled 
packages. Finally, if consumers buy more of a novel product with savings from coupon 
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redemption, it might provide additional information about the consumer’s shopping 
behavior and hence, new opportunities for the manufacturers and retailers.    
 When sales of competitors’ brands or products (substitutes) increase at the cost of 
the promoted product (as found in this study), the outcome is exactly the opposite of what 
the coupon manufacturer or distributor had desired. In other words, the managers must 
think about the implication of coupon-based promotional strategy before distributing 
coupons--the role of devaluation needs to be considered in depth. If the manufacturer is 
able to clearly identify the reason for devaluation, appropriate steps can be taken to 
address such misconceptions.   
The consumer’s decision to redeem the coupon also depends on the perception of 
savings (income effect). The mere prospect of savings can potentially elevate the 
consumer’s mood, resulting in more spending on a shopping trip (Arkes et al. 1994). The 
current study supports this notion. However, different consumers have different threshold 
levels of savings-perception. Future research should investigate the notion of threshold in 
savings and its effects on coupon-usage behavior. This will help in designing better 
promotional strategies by the manufacturer or the retailer by segmenting the market based 
on coupon-discount elasticity.  
 As the current study shows, the decision to redeem the coupon is also influenced 
by the concept of opportunity cost of redeeming the coupon. The consumer could have, 
instead, invested this time and effort in some other activity. What further increases the 
opportunity cost to the consumer are the additional terms and conditions that need to be 
fulfilled for coupon redemption, such as bulk purchase, purchases of specific products, 
 104
inability to calculate the coupon-discounted price of the product, and remembering to 
redeem the coupon before the expiry date. Thus, another lesson to learn from the current 
study is that if redemption rates are to be enhanced in the future, then the manufacturer 
needs to make the redemption process much simpler (e.g. eliminate expiry dates, or issue 
more cents-off instead of percent-off coupons). 
 The role of coupon proneness in affecting coupon redemption is generally 
accepted (Lichtenstein, Netemeyer and Burton 1990). The present study finds support for 
the positive relation between coupon proneness and the consumer’s decision whether to 
redeem a coupon. This information is valuable to coupon distributors from a cost-benefit 
perspective. If consumers can be clustered based on the magnitudes of their coupon-
proneness, then more coupons can be targeted towards those with higher inclination to 
redeem a coupon. This will lead to higher redemption rates, more effective targeting and 
lower wastage of resources. 
 Once the consumer decides to redeem the coupon, the choice between spending 
and keeping the savings from coupon redemption is positively associated with the 
arousal-seeking trait of the consumer. Even though this scale is established in the 
psychology literature and applied in marketing research (Donovan et al. 1994; Mehrabian 
and Russell 1974), there remains some doubt about the reliability of the scale, both at the 
source and in the current study. Future research might be undertaken to revalidate this 
scale, especially in the context of coupon.  
The current study hypothesizes that the higher the savings propensity, the lower 
the intention to spend the savings from coupon redemption, but results do not support this 
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contention. Since this idea is fairly intuitive, further research must be conducted to 
identify the reason for this anomaly. According to economic theory, savings propensity 
decreases with increase in real income (Varian 1999). In other words, consumers whose 
income is likely to increase (recent graduates, for example) will have a lower savings 
propensity. Thus, another avenue for research might be to investigate how those 
segment(s) of consumers utilize their savings from coupon redemption. 
 Lack of support for the above hypothesis also raises another question: does 
intention to spend savings also depend on the level of perceived savings? Academics 
have theorized that if coupon face values are too small, consumers’ purchase behavior 
might not be influenced by the coupon (Cheong 1993). In other words, consumers might 
not be motivated to spend the savings because of failure to perceive the savings. 
Consequently, this topic might enrich future research. 
Another hypothesis tested but not supported in the current study is that, the 
difference of income effect over devaluation effect is positively associated with the 
intention to spend savings on purchasing more of the promoted product. However, this 
difference was found to be significantly associated with intention to spend savings on 
complementary product. This result is intriguing, and perhaps future research can attempt 
to identify the reasons why the difference in income effect and devaluation effect 
significantly influences one choice and not in the other. 
There was also a lack of support for the proposed negative association between 
diminishing returns and intention to spend savings on the promoted product. Further 
research can be conducted to check whether selecting a different basket of products 
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(perishable products, e.g. fruits and vegetables, or bulky products, like multi-packs) than 
the ones in the current study lends support for this hypothesis. It is possible that the 
perception of diminishing returns (the phenomenon of diminishing convenience from 
purchase of additional units of the same product) will be more salient for perishable or 
bulky products than for those, which have a longer shelf life, or for those that are 
available in smaller, manageable units. In this respect, it might be interesting to 
investigate for differences in coupon redemption intention among different items within 
the current basket of grocery products, which contains both perishable (milk, cheese, 
bread, meat, juice) and non-perishable (snacks, frozen ready-to-eat, soft drinks) products. 
 Research shows that coupons encourage consumers to switch from the 
competitor’s product to the promoter’s product (Gedenk and Neslin 1999). One of the 
hypotheses in the current study, conversely, suggests that the promoted product’s coupon 
encourages the consumers with high switching behavior to purchase a substitute 
(competitor’s) product, with savings from coupon redemption of the promoted product, 
as is supported by the findings. Another topic for future research might be to investigate 
the relative strengths of these two conflicting effects of switching behavior on the sale of 
competing products.  
 The current study does not distinguish between the effects of “regular” coupons 
(collected in advance) and “surprise” coupons (available from coupon-dispensers or at 
the checkout counter in the store, as studied by Heilman, Nakamoto and Rao 2002). 
While surprise coupons might result in a state of heightened arousal due to the prospect 
of savings, at the same time the consumer might be less inclined to redeem such a coupon 
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received at the checkout counter due to shopping fatigue (Passy and Collins 2001; Santoli 
2003). It may be interesting to investigate which type of coupons are more effective—the 
ones collected by the consumer prior to the shopping trip or those that are received at the 
store. 
 Along the same lines, if the surprise coupons at the checkout counter are for 
item(s) that had been “devaluated” by the consumer due to prior exposure to its coupons, 
then the surprise coupons might be able to reduce or even reverse that devaluation effect 
on the item and its manufacturer. This is a possibility because 1) such surprise coupons 
can engender brand loyalty (Raju 1990; Lichtenstein 1990) in favor of the promoted 
product and 2), Heilman, Nakamoto and Rao (2002) found that surprise coupons lead to 
an increase in the size of the shopping basket and in the number of unplanned purchases 
on that shopping trip. Thus, it might be another promising avenue for further research.  
 As indicated in Chapter 2, loyal consumers who would have purchased the 
product irrespective of whether the coupon was available or not, redeem most of the 
coupons. As such, some researchers have argued that coupon distribution is tantamount to 
wastage of resources (Silva-Risso and Bucklin 2004). The current study does not address 
the issue of loyalty and its influence on coupon redemption behavior, which might be an 
interesting topic for future study. Specifically, it might be worth investigating whether 
manufacturer coupons or retailer coupons have a stronger impact on purchase behavior or 
whether the difference, if any, is non-significant.  
 Associated with the above is the issue of “selling against the brand.” Retailers 
often place higher-priced name brands alongside store brands, which are typically lower-
 108
priced than the former. As a result, manufacturers are sometimes at a disadvantage, 
because consumers choose the store-brands (Lamb, Hair and McDaniel 2006) over name-
brands. The problem might be even more acute for convenience grocery products (as is 
the case in the current study), where the difference between name- and store-brands is 
hardly perceptible. Retailers can further capitalize on this behavior of consumers by 
distributing retailer’s coupons, and this provides an interesting topic for managers and 
research.    
 Finally, an experiment might be conducted to study the probable reason why 
some of the hypotheses in the current study were not supported. Since an experimenter 
has the ability to exercise more control over extraneous factors, it even help us frame 
certain causal-effect relationships between coupon redemption behavior and its 










ANTECEDENTS AND CONSEQUENCES OF COUPON REDEMPTION BEHAVIOR 
(ADAPTED FROM BARAT AND YE 2004)
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Category Items Description Authors 
Antecedents 
1. Coupon Attitude 
Coupon attitude 
Family coupon attitude 
Embarrassment from using coupon 
 
How consumer’s behavior guided by 
attitude towards coupon in general 
Ailawadi (2001); Amin (1993); 
Bagozzi(1990); Burton(1998); Chapman 
(1997); Huff(1998); Lichtenstein(1990); 
Mittal (1994); Papatla (1996); 
2. Coupon 
Perception 
Coupon face value Perception 
Coupon discount perception 
Coupon discount rate perception 
Coupon value conscious 
View coupon favorably 
How coupon perceived by consumer  Chen (1998); Garretson (1999); Inman 
(1994); Lichtenstein (1990); Raghubir 





Coupon distribution preference 
Prefer coupon type 
Product familiarity 
What consumer knows about coupon  
and coupon related features. 
Heilman (2002); Huff (1998); Reibstein 
(1982); Taylor (1983) 
Consequences 
1. Coupon Use 
Level of use of coupon 
Frequency of coupon use 
Redemption value 
Number of redemptions 
Frequency of redemption 
How consumer decides to actually use 
coupon. 
Mittal (1994), Litchenstein (1990, 1993), 
Reibstein (1982), Huff (1998) 




Effect of coupon on brand perception Chapman (1997), Litchenstein (1990), 
Papatla (1996), Amin (1993) 
3. Purchase 
Behavior 
Likelihood to buy 
Total amount spend 
Number if items bought 
Repeat purchase 
Effect on purchase behavior of consumer 
due to coupon. 
Judith (1999), Bagozzi (1992), Cheong 
(1993), Aggarwal (2003), Raghubir 
(1998), Heilman(2002), Amin (1993), 
Chen (1998), Taylor (1983) 
 
Please note: 1) many of the cites in this table are mentioned exclusively for informational purposes and are not part of the current     

















INSTRUMENT FOR PILOT STUDY
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July 2006 
Dear Head of Household, 
Greetings from the University of North Texas in Denton! I am a PhD student in Marketing at 
UNT. I am conducting this study as part of my dissertation (research) to understand if and how you spend 
your savings from coupon redemption, on your grocery-purchases.  Please be aware that this study is being 
done exclusively as part of my degree requirements, and has no commercial connection. Although your 
participation is voluntary, it is invaluable. So please indicate your responses by completing the questionnaire, 
which will take about 30 minutes to complete.  
Your responses will be kept confidential, so please do not put your identification information on 
this survey. Moreover, I will keep your identity anonymous by destroying your contact information as soon as 
the study is completed. This research has been approved by UNT Institutional Review Board (940) 565-3940. 
Contact the UNT IRB with any questions regarding your rights as a research subject. 
If you have any questions regarding this study, please contact the Principal Investigator Mr. 
Somjit Barat (barats@unt.edu) of the UNT Department of Marketing and Logistics at (940) 565-3120.  
As a student, I am really unable to compensate you for your time and help. However, I would like 
to thank you once again for your cooperation.     
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NOTE: It is important that the questionnaire be completed by the person primarily responsible for grocery 
shopping in your household. Your answers to ALL of the questions in this questionnaire should be based only 
on grocery coupons that you redeem at your most-frequented grocery store. Moreover, limit your responses 
to only edible grocery products. Finally, please ignore non-grocery coupons, coupons that are redeemable 
only online, loyalty card programs, and mail-in-rebates. 
 
 
A.    At which store do you buy your groceries most of the time? Please write the name of the store: 
________________________    
 
B. When shopping for groceries, I redeem the following type(s) of coupons (please select all that apply): 
   
          coupons I previously collected from magazines, newspapers, mailings, door-knob fliers, or those I      
               printed off the Internet  
               and bring to the store on my grocery shopping trip 
          coupons that I collect from ads at the store itself right before I start my shopping 
          instantly redeemable coupons that are available ONLY at the aisle and/or checkout counter on my       
               grocery shopping trip 
          other type(s) of coupons (please specify) _______________________  
 
C.   The following questions measure your grocery purchase and coupons redemption behavior. Please            
          select only one option in case: 
 
D.  The following statements try to capture your feelings when you see a coupon. How well do those 





When you see a coupon for a 
common grocery product (milk, juice, 
soft drinks), how likely are you to 

















On an average, how frequently do 
you go grocery shopping? 




Once a week 2 times per 
week 
3 or more times 
per week 
On an average, how many grocery 












When I see a grocery coupon, I feel that I am getting a good 
deal 1 2 3 4 5 
When I see a grocery coupon, I feel that the retailer or 
manufacturer wants to get rid of the overstock for that 
product 1 2 3 4 5 
Redeeming grocery coupons makes me feel good 1 2 3 4 5 
Collecting a grocery coupon is too troublesome for what it is 
worth 1 2 3 4 5 
When I see a grocery coupon, I feel I will pay less for my 
purchases 1 2 3 4 5 
If I see a grocery coupon, I feel that the product must not be 












I do not think that keeping track of savings from grocery 
coupon redemption is worth the effort 1 2 3 4 5 
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I have favorite grocery brands, but most of the time I buy a 
brand I have a coupon for 1 2 3 4 5 
I can utilize the time/effort spent on collecting and 
redeeming grocery coupons in doing other activities 1 2 3 4 5 
When I redeem a grocery coupon, I feel I have more money 
left in my pocket 1 2 3 4 5 
I enjoy using grocery coupons, regardless of the amount I 
save by doing so 1 2 3 4 5 
There are things more important than redeeming grocery 
coupons 1 2 3 4 5 
When I see a grocery coupon, I feel I have more ‘disposable 
cash’ left in my pocket 1 2 3 4 5 
I enjoy clipping grocery coupons out of the newspaper/ 
catalog 1 2 3 4 5 
I am too busy to collect grocery coupons 1 2 3 4 5 
When I see a grocery coupon, I feel ‘cheated’, because the 
last time I bought this product without the coupon, I paid a 
higher price 1 2 3 4 5 
When I see a grocery coupon, I feel I will be able to buy 
more 1 2 3 4 5 
Time spent on collecting grocery coupons is not worth the 
money saved 1 2 3 4 5 
Grocery coupons have caused me to buy products I normally 
would not buy  1 2 3 4 5 
When I see a grocery coupon, I feel that the value of the 











When I see a grocery coupon, I feel that it will save me 
money 1 2 3 4 5 
Beyond the money I save, redeeming grocery coupons gives 
me a sense of joy 1 2 3 4 5 
Savings from coupon redemption are too trivial to perceive 1 2 3 4 5 
I am more likely to buy grocery brands for which I have a 
coupon 1 2 3 4 5 
Only people who have nothing more important to do collect 
and redeem coupons 1 2 3 4 5 
 
E. The following set of questions relate to your purchasing and saving propensities. Please circle only one 
choice in each case. 
 
Strongly 
Disagree    
Strongly 
Agree 
I often buy product(s) even though I do not need it/them  1 2 3 4 5 
If I save money from coupons while shopping, I put it away 
so that I can spend it in the future 1 2 3 4 5 
I do not buy more of something if I have enough of the 
item(s) 1 2 3 4 5 
I often buy item(s) even though I cannot afford them 1 2 3 4 5 
If I save money from coupons while shopping, I do not spend 
it right away  1 2 3 4 5 
I do not buy anything beyond what I can store 1 2 3 4 5 
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I buy some item(s) in order to make myself feel better 1 2 3 4 5 
If I save money from coupons while shopping, I put it in an 
‘extra money’ pool permanently 1 2 3 4 5 
I do not buy anything beyond what I can consume 1 2 3 4 5 
I often buy product(s) simply because they are on sale 1 2 3 4 5 
I do not buy too much of the same product, because doing so 
is inconvenient for me 1 2 3 4 5 
If I save money from coupons while shopping, I put it in a 
‘discretionary spending’ pool  1 2 3 4 5 
I occasionally go on a buying binge 1 2 3 4 5 
I do not buy too much of the same thing(s) because I get 
bored of consuming those 1 2 3 4 5 
I feel anxious or nervous on days that I do not go shopping 1 2 3 4 5 
I do not buy too much of the same product(s), because doing 
so forces me to consume more than what I would normally 
do 1 2 3 4 5 
I feel that having more money would solve most of my 
problems 1 2 3 4 5 
If I buy more than what I need, it goes to waste 1 2 3 4 5 
 
F.  The following are a series of comments that describe you as a person. Please circle only one choice in 
each case below. 
   
Strongly 
Disagree    
Strongly 
Agree 
People view me as someone who does things out of the 
ordinary just for fun 1 2 3 4 5 
I like to experience novelty and change in my daily routine 1 2 3 4 5 
Once I make a choice on which product(s) to purchase, I 
am likely to continue to buy it/those without considering 
other alternatives  1 2 3 4 5 
I like to touch and feel a sculpture 1 2 3 4 5 
I generally buy the same grocery products I have always 
bought 
1 2 3 4 5 
I do not like to plan out my activities in advance 1 2 3 4 5 
I am always seeking new ideas and experiences  1 2 3 4 5 
If I like a grocery product, I rarely switch from it to try 
something different 1 2 3 4 5 
I like to be surprised        1 2 3 4 5 
I do not like meeting people who have new ideas 1 2 3 4 5 
Once I get used to a grocery product, I hate to switch  1 2 3 4 5 
I am prone to doing unexpected things 1 2 3 4 5 
I like to continually change activities 1 2 3 4 5 
I like to look at pictures that are puzzling in some way 1 2 3 4 5 
When things get boring I like to find some new and 
unfamiliar experience 1 2 3 4 5 
I prefer people who are emotionally expressive 1 2 3 4 5 
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Even though certain products have several alternatives, I 
always tend to buy the same thing 1 2 3 4 5 
I prefer a life full of change 1 2 3 4 5 
I would be particularly attracted to an art display featuring 
many interpretations of a single theme 1 2 3 4 5 
I prefer an unpredictable life  1 2 3 4 5 
 
G. Please respond to the following set of questions by circling only one choice in each case.  
I intend to use the savings from coupon redemption to 
Strongly 
Disagree    
Strongly 
Agree 
buy something ‘special’ on a future shopping trip 1 2 3 4 5 
buy more of a product unrelated to the couponed product 












buy more of the couponed product (e.g. with savings from 
coupon on milk, I buy more milk)   1 2 3 4 5 
buy more of another product that goes with the couponed 
product (e.g. with savings from coupon on hot dog, I buy 
hot dog buns) 1 2 3 4 5 
buy more of a similar (close substitutes) product (e.g. with 
savings from coupons on Kellog’s All Bran, I buy Post’s 
Raisin Bran) 1 2 3 4 5 
  
   H. The following categorical questions will be used only to test for differences among individuals and to 
group respondents based on their demographic data. Please choose only one response in each of the 
questions below: 
 
      1. What is your current status?        Student (part time)        Student (full time)        Non-student 
 
2. Sex:        Male              Female                                                      
3. How many members do you have in your household, including yourself (a ‘household’ is defined as a      
    private dwelling unit, which includes all persons occupying a house/apartment together)?  
             One                Two                Three                Four                More than four  
4.  What is your marital status?        Single      Married        Divorced    
                                                           Widowed       Living together                                                                                  
5. What is the average monthly income of your household (defined as the total average income earned 
or received by your household, with direct or indirect taxes deducted)?   
       < $1,000                      $ 1,001-$ 3,000             $ 3,001-$ 4,000     
       $ 4,001-$ 6,000           $ 6,001-$ 8, 000            $ 8,001 and above          
                                                                                                  
    6.  On an average, how much do you spend on your groceries per week?   
             < $ 30                              $ 30 or more but < $ 70                $ 70 or more but < $ 90 
             $ 90 or more but < $ 110                $ 110 or more but < $ 130            $ 130 or more              
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  7.  Which of the following best describes your ethnicity? 
             White                                     African American             Hispanic           
             Asian                                     American Indian               Multiracial             
8. What best describes your current residence?      Rented apartment       Private apartment/house    
                                                                                 Rented  house    
 
        9. In which year were you born?     19_ _ 
 
I.  Finally, the following question measures your grocery coupons redemption behavior for the products 
mentioned in the table below. For each of the items mentioned below, how often do you redeem coupons 
for that particular product? 
Products/Categories How often do you redeem coupons
 Never Rarely Sometimes Almost always Always 
Milk 1 2 3 4 5 
Bread 1 2 3 4 5 
Snacks (chips, munchies, cakes, 
cookies) 1 2 3 4 5 
Cheese 1 2 3 4 5 
Juice 1 2 3 4 5 
Meat (beef, chicken, pork) 1 2 3 4 5 
Frozen ready-to-eat 1 2 3 4 5 


















































Construct Description Sample item Alpha (at source, 
where available) 
Items Source 
Arousal-seeking  excited, surprised, rewarded I like to look at pictures that are 
puzzling in some way 




chronic buying episodes of a somewhat 
stereotyped fashion in which the consumer feels 
unable to stop or significantly moderate the 
behavior 
I often buy item(s) even though I 
cannot afford them 
0.95 
 
7 Faber and O’Guinn 
(1989) 
Coupon Proneness how likely that the respondent redeems a coupon I am more likely to buy grocery 
brands for which I have a 
coupon 




coupon degrades the product in the consumer’s 
mind 





as more of a product is purchased, benefit from 
an additional unit decreases 
If I buy more than what I need, it 
goes to waste 
          N/A 7 author 
Income Effect feeling of savings due to coupon 
 
more money left in pocket at end 




Novelty-seeking person’s tendency to approach rather than avoid 
varied and novel experiences 
I like to experience novelty and 
change in my daily routine 
          0.64 7 Mehrabian and 
Russell (1974) 
Opportunity cost time and effort involved in redeeming coupons Collecting a grocery coupon is 
too troublesome for what it is 
worth 
          N/A 8 author 
Savings 
Propensity 
whether the person will keep the savings from 
coupon redemption 
If I save some money on a 
shopping trip, I do not spend it 
right away 
          N/A 4 author 
Switching 
Behavior 
switching brand primarily for change or variety Even though certain products 
have several alternatives, I 
always tend to buy the same 
thing 
          0.80 5 




























UTA Coupon Redemption Behavior & Grocery Shopping 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
November 2006  
Dear head of household, 
Greetings from the University of Texas, Arlington! I am an Assistant Professor in the department of 
Marketing at UTA. I am conducting this study as part of my dissertation (research) to understand if and how 
you spend your savings from coupon redemption, on your grocery-purchases. The only requirements to 
participate in this study are: You must be 1. an adult, 2. have a source of income and 3. familiar with grocery 
coupons. You have been referred to this website through one of my students at UTA.  
Before agreeing to participate in this research study, it is important that you read and understand 
the following explanation of the purpose and benefits of the study and how it will be conducted. 
Title of Study: An Empirical Investigation Of How Perceived Devaluation And Income Effects Influence 
Consumers’ Intended Utilization Of Savings From Coupon Redemption 
The purpose of the study is to find out if and how you spend your savings from coupon 
redemption on other grocery-purchases.  You will be asked to indicate your responses by filling out the 
survey, which will take about twenty minutes of your time. No foreseeable risks are involved in this study. 
Your responses will be kept confidential, so please do not put your identification information on this survey. 
Moreover, I will keep your identity anonymous by destroying your responses as per Federal regulations.  
Also, the confidentiality of your individual information will be maintained in any publications or 
presentations regarding this study, by reporting results only in the aggregate, i.e. no individual response will 
be linked to any individual participant. This research study has been reviewed and approved by the UTA 
Office of Research Integrity and Compliance. The office can be contacted at (817)272 3723 with any 
questions regarding the rights of research subjects. 
By clicking on the 'NextPage' button below, you indicate that you have read or have had read to 
you all of the above and that you confirm all of the following: 
Somjit Barat has explained the study to you and answered all of your questions.  
You have been told the possible benefits and the potential risks and/or discomforts of the study. 
You understand that you do not have to take part in this study, and your refusal to participate or your decision 
to withdraw will involve no penalty or loss of rights or benefits. The study personnel may choose to stop your 
participation at any time. 
You understand why the study is being conducted and how it will be performed. 
You understand your rights as a research participant and you voluntarily consent to participate in this study. 
One final note: in order for the UTA student to receive credit for this survey, please have the 3-
digit code (provided to you by the student) handy. You will be asked to enter that code at the very beginning 




This study is being undertaken exclusively as part of my dissertaion and has no commercial interests 
whatsoever. A such, I am really unable to compensate you for your time and help. However, I would like to 
thank you once again for your cooperation.  
 
Signed  






NOTE: It is important that the questionnaire be completed by the person primarily responsible for grocery 
shopping in your household. Your answers to ALL of the questions in this questionnaire should be based 
only on grocery coupons that you redeem at your most-frequented grocery store. Moreover, limit your 
responses to only edible grocery products. Finally, please ignore non-grocery coupons, coupons that are 
redeemable only online, loyalty card programs, and mail-in-rebates. 
 
 
A.     At which store do you buy your groceries most of the time? Please write the name of the store: 
___________________________   
 
B.    When shopping for groceries, I redeem the following type(s) of coupons (please select all that apply): 
   
          coupons I previously collected from magazines, newspapers, mailings, door-knob fliers, or those I 
printed off the Internet  
               and bring to the store on my grocery shopping trip 
          coupons that I collect from ads at the store itself right before I start my shopping 
          instantly redeemable coupons that are available ONLY at the aisle and/or checkout counter on my 
grocery shopping trip 
          other type(s) of coupons (please specify) _______________________  
 
C. The following questions measure your grocery purchase and coupons redemption behavior. Please select 
only one option in case: 
When you see a coupon for a 
common grocery product (milk, juice, 
soft drinks), how likely are you to 
redeem that coupon? 
Never Rarely Sometimes Almost 
always 
Always 
On an average, how frequently do 














D. The following statements try to capture your feelings when you see a coupon. How well do those 





3 or more times per 
week 
On an average, how many grocery 









  More 
than5 4 5 
   
Strongly 
Agree 
When I see a grocery coupon, I feel that I am getting a 
good deal 1 2 3 4 5 
When I see a grocery coupon, I feel that the retailer or 
manufacturer wants to get rid of the overstock for that 
product 1 2 3 4 5 
Redeeming grocery coupons makes me feel good 1 2 3 4 5 
Collecting a grocery coupon is too troublesome for 
what it is worth 1 2 3 4 5 
When I see a grocery coupon, I feel I will pay less for 
my purchases 1 2 3 4 5 
If I see a grocery coupon, I feel that the product must 














well without the coupon 
I do not think that keeping track of savings from 
grocery coupon redemption is worth the effort 1 2 3 4 5 
I have favorite grocery brands, but most of the time I 
buy a brand I have a coupon for 1 2 3 4 5 
I can utilize the time/effort spent on collecting and 
redeeming grocery coupons in doing other activities 1 2 3 4 5 
When I redeem a grocery coupon, I feel I have more 
money left in my pocket 1 2 3 4 5 
I enjoy using grocery coupons, regardless of the 
amount I save by doing so 1 2 3 4 5 
There are things more important than redeeming 
grocery coupons 1 2 3 4 5 
When I see a grocery coupon, I feel I have more 
‘disposable cash’ left in my pocket 1 2 3 4 5 
I enjoy clipping grocery coupons out of the 
newspaper/ catalog 1 2 3 4 5 
I am too busy to collect grocery coupons 1 2 3 4 5 
When I see a grocery coupon, I feel ‘cheated’, because 
the last time I bought this product without the coupon, 
I paid a higher price 1 2 3 4 5 
When I see a grocery coupon, I feel I will be able to 
buy more 1 2 3 4 5 
Time spent on collecting grocery coupons is not worth 
the money saved 1 2 3 4 5 
Grocery coupons have caused me to buy products I 
normally would not buy  1 2 3 4 5 
When I see a grocery coupon, I feel that the value of 











When I see a grocery coupon, I feel that it will save 
me money 1 2 3 4 5 
Beyond the money I save, redeeming grocery coupons 
gives me a sense of joy 1 2 3 4 5 
Savings from coupon redemption are too trivial to 
perceive 1 2 3 4 5 
I am more likely to buy grocery brands for which I 
have a coupon 1 2 3 4 5 
Only people who have nothing more important to do 
collect and redeem coupons 1 2 3 4 5 
 
E.  The following set of questions relate to your purchasing and saving propensities. Please circle only one 
choice in each case. 
 
Strongly 
Disagree    
Strongly 
Agree 
I often buy product(s) even though I do not need 
it/them  1 2 3 4 5 
If I save money from coupons while shopping, I put it 
away so that I can spend it in the future 1 2 3 4 5 
I do not buy more of something if I have enough of the 




I often buy item(s) even though I cannot afford them 1 2 3 4 5 
If I save money from coupons while shopping, I do not 
spend it right away  1 2 3 4 5 
I do not buy anything beyond what I can store 1 2 3 4 5 
I buy some item(s) in order to make myself feel better 1 2 3 4 5 
If I save money from coupons while shopping, I put it 
in an ‘extra money’ pool permanently 1 2 3 4 5 
I do not buy anything beyond what I can consume 1 2 3 4 5 
I often buy product(s) simply because they are on sale 1 2 3 4 5 
I do not buy too much of the same product, because 
doing so is inconvenient for me 1 2 3 4 5 
If I save money from coupons while shopping, I put it 
in a ‘discretionary spending’ pool  1 2 3 4 5 
I occasionally go on a buying binge 1 2 3 4 5 
I do not buy too much of the same thing(s) because I 
get bored of consuming those 1 2 3 4 5 
I feel anxious or nervous on days that I do not go 
shopping 1 2 3 4 5 
I do not buy too much of the same product(s), because 
doing so forces me to consume more than what I 
would normally do 1 2 3 4 5 
I feel that having more money would solve most of my 
problems 1 2 3 4 5 
If I buy more than what I need, it goes to waste 1 2 3 4 5 
 
F. The following are a series of comments that describe you as a person. Please circle only one choice in 
each case below. 
   
Strongly 
Disagree    
Strongly 
Agree 
I like doing things just for the fun of it 1 2 3 4 5 
I like to experience novelty and change in my daily 
routine  1 2 3 4 5 
Once I make a choice on which product(s) to purchase, 
I am likely to continue to buy it/those without 
considering other alternatives  1 2 3 4 5 
I like to touch and feel a sculpture 1 2 3 4 5 
I generally buy the same grocery products I have 
always bought 
1 2 3 4 5 
Acting spontaneously makes life more enjoyable 1 2 3 4 5 
I am always seeking new ideas and experiences  1 2 3 4 5 
If I like a grocery product, I rarely switch from it to try 
something different 1 2 3 4 5 
I like surprises        1 2 3 4 5 
I do not like meeting people who have new ideas 1 2 3 4 5 
Once I get used to a grocery product, I hate to switch  1 2 3 4 5 




I like to continually change activities 1 2 3 4 5 
I like to look at pictures that are puzzling in some way 1 2 3 4 5 
When things get boring I like to find some new and 
unfamiliar experience 1 2 3 4 5 
I prefer people who are emotionally expressive 1 2 3 4 5 
Even though certain products have several alternatives, 
I always tend to buy the same thing 1 2 3 4 5 
I prefer a routine way of life to one full of change 1 2 3 4 5 
I would be particularly attracted to an art display 
featuring many interpretations of a single theme 1 2 3 4 5 
I prefer a routine way of life to an unpredictable one 1 2 3 4 5 
I like doing things out of the ordinary 1 2 3 4 5 
 
G. Please respond to the following set of questions by circling only one choice in each case.  
 
I intend to use the savings from coupon redemption 
to 
Strongly 
Disagree    
Strongly 
Agree 
buy something ‘special’ on a future shopping trip 1 2 3 4 5 
buy more of a product unrelated to the couponed 
product (e.g. with savings from coupon on milk, I 











buy more of the couponed product (e.g. with savings 
from coupon on milk, I buy more milk)   1 2 3 4 5 
buy more of another product that goes with the 
couponed product (e.g. with savings from coupon on 
hot dog, I buy hot dog buns) 1 2 3 4 5 
buy more of a similar (close substitutes) product (e.g. 
with savings from coupons on Kellog’s All Bran, I 
buy Post’s Raisin Bran) 1 2 3 4 5 
  
H.  The following categorical questions will be used only to test for differences among individuals and to 
group respondents based on their demographic data. Please choose only one response in each of the 
questions below: 
  
1. What is your current status (select ALL that apply)?  Student (part time)     Student (full time)                                
                                                                                            Working (part time)  Working (full time)       
 
2. Sex:        Male              Female                                                      
3. How many members do you have in your household, including yourself (a ‘household’ is defined as a 
private dwelling unit, which includes all persons occupying a house/apartment together)?  
          One                Two                Three                Four                More than four  
4.  What is your marital status?        Single        Married       Divorced   





5.  What is the average monthly income of your household (defined as the total average income earned or 
received by your household, with direct or indirect taxes deducted)?   
       < =  $1,000                      $ 1,001-$ 3,000             $ 3,001-$ 4,000     
       $ 4,001-$ 6,000               $ 6,001-$ 8, 000            $ 8,001 and above                                                                      
    6. On an average, how much do you spend on your groceries per week?   
             < $ 30                                          $ 30 or more but < $ 70                $ 70 or more but < $ 90 
             $ 90 or more but < $ 110            $ 110 or more but < $ 130            $ 130 or more              
 
   7. Which of the following best describes your ethnicity? 
            White                                     African American             Hispanic           
            Asian                                      American Indian               Multiracial             
   
       8. What best describes your current residence?      Rented apartment       Private apartment/house       
                                                                                        Rented house    
 
       9. In which year were you born?     19_ _ 
 
       10. What is your zip code? _ _ _ _ _  
 
 
I.  Finally, the following question measures your grocery coupons redemption behavior for the products 
mentioned in the table below. For each of the items mentioned below, how often do you redeem coupons for 
that particular product? 
Products/Categories How often do you redeem coupons
 Never Rarely Sometimes Almost always Always 
Milk 1 2 3 4 5 
Bread 1 2 3 4 5 
Snacks (chips, munchies, 
cakes, cookies) 1 2 3 4 5 
Cheese 1 2 3 4 5 
Juice 1 2 3 4 5 
Meat (beef, chicken, pork) 1 2 3 4 5 
Frozen ready-to-eat 1 2 3 4 5 




































    N Mean Median Mode SD Skewness Kurtosis 
   When you see a coupon for a common grocery product     
    (milk, juice, soft drinks), how likely are you to redeem that 
    coupon?  2396 2.95 3.00 3.00 1.13 -0.02 -0.69 
   When I see a grocery coupon, I feel that I am getting a good 
   deal  2409 3.32 3.00 3.00 1.16 -0.27 -0.66 
   When I see a grocery coupon, I feel that the retailer or    
   manufacturer wants to get rid of the overstock for that    
   product  2410 2.51 2.00 2.00 1.25 0.44 -0.83 
   Redeeming grocery coupons makes me feel good  2401 3.38 3.00 3.00 1.23 -0.34 -0.81 
   Collecting a grocery coupon is too troublesome for what it is 
   worth  2399 2.84 3.00 3.00 1.32 0.16 -1.10 
   When I see a grocery coupon, I feel I will pay less for my  
   purchases  2401 3.61 4.00 4.00 1.13 -0.55 -0.46 
   If I see a grocery coupon, I feel that the product must not be 
   very good, otherwise it should have sold just as well without 
   the coupon  2406 2.18 2.00 1.00 1.20 0.76 -0.41 
   I do not think that keeping track of savings from grocery   
   coupon redemption is worth the effort  2400 3.01 3.00 3.00 1.32 -0.03 -1.10 
   I have favorite grocery brands, but most of the time I buy a  
   brand I have a coupon for  2403 2.73 3.00 3.00 1.28 0.19 -1.04 
   I can utilize the time/effort spent on collecting and      
   redeeming grocery coupons in doing other activities  2409 3.11 3.00 3.00 1.26 -0.06 -0.95 
  When I redeem a grocery coupon, I feel I have more money  
   left in my pocket  2407 3.40 3.00 4.00 1.19 -0.35 -0.74 
   I enjoy using grocery coupons, regardless of the amount I    
   save by doing so  2409 2.81 3.00 3.00 1.30 0.16 -1.04 
   There are things more important than redeeming grocery  
  coupons  2409 3.50 4.00 4.00 1.24 -0.42 -0.83 
   When I see a grocery coupon, I feel I have more ‘disposable 
   cash’ left in my pocket  2403 3.12 3.00 3.00 1.19 -0.10 -0.85 
   I enjoy clipping grocery coupons out of the newspaper/   
   catalog  2404 2.62 3.00 1.00 1.33 0.27 -1.10 
   I am too busy to collect grocery coupons  2400 3.09 3.00 3.00 1.35 -0.07 -1.19 
When I see a grocery coupon, I feel ‘cheated’, because the 
last time I bought this product without the coupon, I paid a 
higher price 2405 2.73 3.00 3.00 1.25 0.20 -0.95 
When I see a grocery coupon, I feel I will be able to buy 
more 2405 3.11 3.00 3.00 1.19 -0.12 -0.83 
Time spent on collecting grocery coupons is not worth the 
money saved 2405 2.85 3.00 2.00 1.34 0.19 -1.13 
Grocery coupons have caused me to buy products I 
normally would not buy  2399 3.01 3.00 4.00 1.30 -0.10 -1.12 
When I see a grocery coupon, I feel that the value of the 
brand/product is reduced 2403 2.40 2.00 2.00 1.16 0.51 -0.59 
When I see a grocery coupon, I feel that it will save me 
money 2404 3.60 4.00 4.00 1.09 -0.55 -0.34 
Beyond the money I save, redeeming grocery coupons 
gives me a sense of joy 2398 2.83 3.00 3.00 1.26 0.09 -0.96 
Savings from coupon redemption are too trivial to perceive 2394 2.83 3.00 3.00 1.19 0.13 -0.82 
I am more likely to buy grocery brands for which I have a 
coupon 2397 3.11 
 
3.00 4.00 1.26 -0.18 -1.00 
Only people who have nothing more important to do collect 




I often buy product(s) even though I do not need it/them  2405 2.58 2.00 1.00 1.34 0.36 -1.12 
If I save money from coupons while shopping, I put it away so 
that I can spend it in the future 2402 2.44 2.00 1.00 1.28 0.44 -0.92 
I do not buy more of something if I have enough of the item(s) 2397 3.33 3.00 4.00 1.25 -0.27 -0.97 
I often buy item(s) even though I cannot afford them 2393 2.39 2.00 1.00 1.28 0.53 -0.86 
If I save money from coupons while shopping, I do not spend 
it right away  2398 2.92 3.00 3.00 1.18 0.03 -0.75 
I do not buy anything beyond what I can store 2399 3.39 4.00 4.00 1.24 -0.32 -0.92 
I buy some item(s) in order to make myself feel better 2390 2.94 3.00 4.00 1.32 -0.07 -1.15 
If I save money from coupons while shopping, I put it in an 
‘extra money’ pool permanently 2395 2.17 2.00 1.00 1.21 0.73 -0.50 
I do not buy anything beyond what I can consume 2399 3.09 3.00 3.00 1.25 -0.04 -1.02 
I often buy product(s) simply because they are on sale 2391 3.01 3.00 4.00 1.29 -0.11 -1.10 
I do not buy too much of the same product, because doing so 
is inconvenient for me 2399 3.03 3.00 3.00 1.23 -0.07 -0.98 
If I save money from coupons while shopping, I put it in a 
‘discretionary spending’ pool  2399 2.26 2.00 1.00 1.17 0.60 -0.56 
I occasionally go on a buying binge 2396 2.88 3.00 3.00 1.29 0.00 -1.09 
I do not buy too much of the same thing(s) because I get bored 
of consuming those 2396 2.83 3.00 3.00 1.18 0.11 -0.86 
I feel anxious or nervous on days that I do not go shopping 2391 1.93 1.00 1.00 1.21 1.07 -0.01 
I do not buy too much of the same product(s), because doing 
so forces me to consume more than what I would normally do 2401 2.77 3.00 3.00 1.27 0.13 -1.04 
I feel that having more money would solve most of my 
problems 2404 3.30 3.00 5.00 1.37 -0.27 -1.14 
If I buy more than what I need, it goes to waste 2403 3.24 3.00 4.00 1.28 -0.25 -0.99 
I like doing things just for the fun of it 2401 3.65 4.00 4.00 1.22 -0.70 -0.43 
I like to experience novelty and change in my daily routine  2397 3.43 4.00 4.00 1.15 -0.38 -0.60 
Once I make a choice on which product(s) to purchase, I am 
likely to continue to buy it/those without considering other 
alternatives  2403 3.15 3.00 4.00 1.18 -0.15 -0.86 
I like to touch and feel a sculpture 2400 3.08 3.00 3.00 1.22 -0.12 -0.87 
I generally buy the same grocery products I have always 
bought 2397 3.59 4.00 4.00 1.06 -0.58 -0.21 
Acting spontaneously makes life more enjoyable 2402 3.57 4.00 4.00 1.07 -0.49 -0.29 
I am always seeking new ideas and experiences  2393 3.60 4.00 4.00 1.07 -0.48 -0.32 
If I like a grocery product, I rarely switch from it to try 
something different 2399 3.29 3.00 4.00 1.14 -0.23 -0.74 
I like surprises 2396 3.58 4.00 4.00 1.15 -0.51 -0.49 
I do not like meeting people who have new ideas 2394 2.23 2.00 1.00 1.21 0.72 -0.46 
Once I get used to a grocery product, I hate to switch  2406 3.18 3.00 4.00 1.23 -0.17 -0.93 
I am attracted to unexpected experiences 2398 3.14 3.00 3.00 1.11 -0.13 -0.63 
I like to continually change activities 2390 3.14 3.00 3.00 1.09 -0.07 -0.59 
I like to look at pictures that are puzzling in some way 2401 3.25 3.00 3.00 1.14 -0.27 -0.66 
When things get boring I like to find some new and unfamiliar 






I prefer people who are emotionally expressive 2398 3.31 3.00 3.00 1.09 -0.28 -0.49 
Even though certain products have several alternatives, I 
always tend to buy the same thing 2398 3.27 3.00 4.00 1.09 -0.28 -0.58 
I prefer a routine way of life to one full of change 2397 3.08 3.00 3.00 1.12 -0.04 -0.72 
I would be particularly attracted to an art display featuring 
many interpretations of a single theme 2395 3.20 3.00 3.00 1.09 -0.23 -0.47 
I prefer a routine way of life to an unpredictable one 2402 3.16 3.00 3.00 1.12 -0.11 -0.72 
































































 F1 F4 F6 F9 F12 F14 F16 F19 F21 E1 E4 E7 E10 E13 E15 E17 D3 D8 D11 D14 D19 D22 D24 
F1 1.  0  0                      
F4 0.20 1.  0  0                     
F6 0.45 0.24 1.  0  0                    
F9 0.38 0.24 0.45 1.  0  0                   
F12 0.34 0.29 0.41 0.41 1.  0  0                  
F14 0.28 0.29 0.27 0.29 0.38 1.0  0                 
F16 0.23 0.20 0.26 0.25 0.28 0.28 1.0  0                
F19 0.19 0.32 0.25 0.26 0.30 0.35 0.27 1.0  0               
F21 0.37 0.26 0.46 0.42 0.46 0.38 0.28 0.31 1.0  0              
E1 0.17 0.08 0.06 0.09 0.16 0.10 0.09 0.10 0.08 1.0  0             
E4 0.02 0.12 0.02 0.03 0.15 0.11 0.07 0.08 0.06 0.39 1.0  0            
E7 0.23 0.13 0.15 0.14 0.20 0.17 0.17 0.17 0.17 0.32 0.35 1.0  0           
E10 0.15 0.12 0.11 0.12 0.13 0.14 0.13 0.10 0.17 0.38 0.27 0.28 1.  0  0          
E13 0.21 0.16 0.17 0.15 0.26 0.16 0.17 0.16 0.18 0.37 0.34 0.39 0.32 1.00          
E15 -0.07 0.14 -0.08 -0.01 0.08 0.04 0.02 0.07 0.01 0.29 0.40 0.23 0.21 0.27 1.0  0        
E17 0.21 0.11 0.21 0.17 0.20 0.12 0.10 0.13 0.18 0.14 0.22 0.23 0.18 0.22 0.05 1.00        
D3 0.15 0.11 0.15 0.17 0.10 0.11 0.15 0.11 0.14 0.09 0.01 0.08 0.21 0.13 -0.05 0.12 1.00       
D8 -0.03 0.06 0.01 0.05 0.09 0.06 0.01 0.07 0.03 0.16 0.15 0.10 0.25 0.13 0.21 0.08 0.29 1.00      
D11 0.12 0.10 0.05 0.14 0.12 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.19 0.11 0.07 0.24 0.13 0.12 0.08 0.46 0.40 1.00     
D14 0.01 0.12 0.02 0.11 0.06 0.09 0.06 0.11 0.05 0.16 0.14 0.08 0.22 0.12 0.22 0.04 0.37 0.39 0.50 1.00    
D19 0.10 0.09 0.08 0.08 0.12 0.08 0.12 0.10 0.10 0.32 0.16 0.21 0.35 0.24 0.17 0.10 0.22 0.26 0.20 0.20 1.00   
D22 0.01 0.13 0.05 0.11 0.09 0.11 0.08 0.11 0.09 0.16 0.16 0.11 0.26 0.17 0.21 0.09 0.48 0.37 0.49 0.51 0.22 1.00  
D24 0.07 0.09 0.06 0.12 0.10 0.13 0.08 0.13 0.13 0.22 0.11 0.15 0.32 0.17 0.12 0.11 0.38 0.52 0.42 0.39 0.35 0.43 1.00 
D2 -0.01 0.08 0.02 -0.01 0.12 0.07 0.01 0.10 0.03 0.17 0.21 0.12 0.06 0.12 0.26 0.10 -0.08 0.13 0.04 0.01 0.04 0.02 0.03 
D6 -0.06 0.10 -0.07 -0.05 0.09 0.06 -0.04 0.03 -0.01 0.16 0.29 0.11 0.08 0.08 0.39 0.03 -0.19 0.15 0.02 0.04 0.05 0.06 -0.01 
D16 0.00 0.09 0.02 0.03 0.07 0.08 0.04 0.07 0.01 0.17 0.22 0.14 0.17 0.09 0.22 0.14 0.08 0.14 0.11 0.12 0.16 0.17 0.14 
D20 -0.07 0.04 -0.06 0.01 0.09 0.06 -0.02 0.02 -0.01 0.18 0.27 0.13 0.13 0.11 0.38 0.03 -0.07 0.17 0.11 0.10 0.16 0.17 0.09 
E3 0.07 0.05 0.08 0.07 0.05 0.07 0.08 0.08 0.06 -0.08 -0.04 -0.05 -0.09 -0.07 -0.08 0.08 0.04 -0.03 0.03 -0.01 -0.05 -0.05 -0.03 
E6 0.05 0.03 0.06 0.05 -0.01 0.07 0.09 0.07 0.06 -0.16 -0.15 -0.08 -0.11 -0.13 -0.08 -0.01 0.07 0.04 0.03 0.03 -0.01 -0.01 0.04 
E9 -0.03 0.06 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.08 0.10 0.02 -0.15 -0.08 -0.09 -0.08 -0.14 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.08 0.05 -0.08 0.02 0.00 
E11 0.13 0.04 0.06 0.04 0.08 0.06 0.08 0.10 0.04 0.04 0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.03 0.01 0.06 0.02 0.02 0.10 -0.04 0.01 -0.02 0.00 
E14 0.04 0.08 0.06 0.02 0.12 0.10 0.11 0.09 0.09 0.11 0.10 0.10 0.03 0.11 0.21 0.10 -0.01 0.08 0.04 0.03 0.06 0.04 0.04 
E16 0.05 0.10 0.08 0.08 0.15 0.09 0.10 0.12 0.08 0.12 0.17 0.11 0.10 0.13 0.25 0.16 0.03 0.15 0.08 0.08 0.11 0.12 0.11 





 F1 F4 F6 F9 F12 F14 F16 F19 F21 E1 E4 E7 E10 E13 E15 E17 D3 D8 D11 D14 D19 D22 D24 
D1 0.17 0.11 0.14 0.16 0.10 0.10 0.13 0.11 0.12 0.14 -0.01 0.06 0.22 0.09 -0.05 0.14 0.58 0.30 0.47 0.34 0.21 0.38 0.38 
D5 0.16 0.10 0.13 0.16 0.10 0.13 0.15 0.08 0.14 0.07 -0.04 0.04 0.17 0.09 -0.10 0.13 0.51 0.22 0.34 0.25 0.17 0.30 0.32 
D10 0.15 0.11 0.16 0.16 0.10 0.15 0.15 0.12 0.16 0.07 0.02 0.04 0.20 0.11 -0.01 0.13 0.53 0.32 0.44 0.34 0.18 0.43 0.39 
D13 0.12 0.12 0.13 0.15 0.11 0.12 0.11 0.13 0.13 0.12 0.10 0.09 0.22 0.16 0.10 0.13 0.46 0.33 0.49 0.40 0.20 0.50 0.41 
D17 0.11 0.08 0.11 0.15 0.11 0.13 0.10 0.13 0.12 0.15 0.13 0.12 0.26 0.17 0.13 0.20 0.39 0.37 0.43 0.41 0.23 0.45 0.42 
D21 0.14 0.08 0.15 0.18 0.06 0.15 0.13 0.10 0.14 0.07 -0.02 0.04 0.18 0.08 -0.08 0.12 0.48 0.26 0.40 0.35 0.21 0.42 0.40 
F21 0.55 0.26 0.46 0.40 0.44 0.29 0.26 0.23 0.45 0.14 0.06 0.17 0.14 0.17 -0.02 0.16 0.12 0.02 0.11 0.04 0.12 0.05 0.08 
F7 0.39 0.24 0.60 0.46 0.40 0.31 0.24 0.27 0.49 0.10 0.02 0.13 0.14 0.13 -0.08 0.24 0.15 0.04 0.11 0.05 0.07 0.08 0.11 
F13 0.33 0.26 0.39 0.41 0.59 0.42 0.25 0.26 0.51 0.15 0.14 0.17 0.16 0.23 0.10 0.17 0.11 0.11 0.13 0.08 0.12 0.13 0.13 
F15 0.36 0.22 0.41 0.36 0.47 0.44 0.34 0.32 0.50 0.08 0.05 0.16 0.12 0.19 -0.05 0.20 0.13 0.01 0.10 0.05 0.07 0.08 0.09 
rev_F10 0.14 -0.01 0.15 0.15 0.06 0.07 0.10 0.03 0.10 -0.19 -0.27 -0.11 -0.11 -0.08 -0.40 -0.01 0.04 -0.14 -0.07 -0.15 -0.07 -0.13 -0.08 
rev_F18 0.02 0.00 0.10 0.08 0.15 0.06 -0.04 -0.02 0.17 -0.06 -0.08 -0.02 -0.06 -0.02 -0.08 -0.05 -0.07 0.00 -0.07 -0.03 -0.04 -0.07 -0.04 
rev_F20 0.02 0.04 0.11 0.08 0.19 0.08 -0.01 0.01 0.16 -0.05 -0.06 -0.02 -0.07 0.02 -0.06 -0.05 -0.07 -0.01 -0.08 -0.06 -0.05 -0.08 -0.05 
D4 0.08 0.05 0.06 0.03 0.07 0.06 0.04 0.04 0.07 0.07 0.10 0.11 -0.02 0.08 0.08 0.04 -0.26 -0.20 -0.28 -0.33 0.00 -0.27 -0.23 
D7 0.09 0.02 0.06 -0.02 0.08 0.06 0.05 0.01 0.04 0.06 0.08 0.12 0.00 0.08 0.10 0.03 -0.20 -0.17 -0.20 -0.28 -0.01 -0.26 -0.20 
D9 0.17 0.07 0.10 0.03 0.12 0.08 0.09 0.06 0.08 0.06 0.09 0.14 0.03 0.10 0.03 0.10 -0.16 -0.16 -0.21 -0.31 -0.02 -0.25 -0.17 
D12 0.21 0.01 0.14 0.06 0.10 0.07 0.10 0.04 0.11 -0.01 -0.02 0.09 -0.04 0.05 -0.11 0.07 -0.11 -0.19 -0.17 -0.30 0.02 -0.26 -0.12 
D15 0.10 0.03 0.07 0.02 0.07 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.05 0.11 0.12 -0.02 0.05 0.05 0.08 -0.25 -0.22 -0.32 -0.43 -0.03 -0.31 -0.24 
D18 0.14 0.03 0.06 0.01 0.13 0.00 0.06 0.03 0.05 0.10 0.08 0.08 -0.04 0.06 0.08 0.04 -0.28 -0.22 -0.29 -0.38 0.02 -0.31 -0.26 
D23 0.00 0.04 0.00 -0.01 0.09 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.07 0.17 0.09 -0.01 0.08 0.16 0.06 -0.24 -0.12 -0.22 -0.26 0.01 -0.22 -0.18 
D25 -0.02 0.05 -0.01 -0.04 0.11 0.04 0.02 0.04 0.03 0.09 0.22 0.10 0.02 0.08 0.27 0.08 -0.27 -0.07 -0.20 -0.21 0.02 -0.15 -0.16 
E2 -0.03  0.11 0.00 0.05 0.10 0.08 0.04 0.09 0.07 0.22 0.20 0.08 0.13 0.11 0.31 0.04 0.15 0.31 0.31 0.32 0.13 0.34 0.28 
E5 -0.02 0.04 0.00 0.01 0.04 0.08 0.12 0.09 0.04 -0.01 0.06 -0.01 0.07 -0.01 0.13 0.02 0.15 0.16 0.20 0.22 0.06 0.23 0.19 
E8 -0.11 0.12 -0.04 -0.01 0.11 0.06 0.03 0.10 0.01 0.18 0.29 0.15 0.14 0.12 0.44 0.04 0.03 0.27 0.20 0.28 0.09 0.27 0.16 
E12 -0.09 0.10 -0.03 -0.01 0.14 0.07 0.00 0.09 0.01 0.19 0.27 0.09 0.14 0.17 0.43 0.03 0.05 0.29 0.21 0.26 0.10 0.27 0.20 
F3 0.21 0.12 0.10 0.11 0.09 0.09 0.07 0.05 0.07 0.10 0.16 0.14 0.11 0.12 0.10 0.15 0.04 -0.02 0.04 -0.01 0.07 0.06 -0.02 
F5 0.21 0.09 0.20 0.11 0.01 0.06 0.09 0.06 0.10 -0.01 -0.01 0.04 0.07 0.05 -0.09 0.17 0.11 -0.04 0.04 -0.02 0.04 0.03 0.02 
F8 0.11 0.07 0.07 0.09 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.00 0.07 0.09 0.08 0.05 0.06 0.05 0.13 0.08 -0.04 0.04 0.01 0.03 0.01 -0.02 
F11 0.18 0.07 0.05 0.04 0.14 0.06 0.07 0.07 0.01 0.15 0.11 0.08 0.10 0.12 0.07 0.15 0.05 0.00 0.13 0.01 0.09 0.06 0.04 








 D2 D6 D16 D20 E3 E6 E9 E11 E14 E16 E18 D1 D5 D10 D13 D17 D21 F21 F7 F13 F15 rev_F10  rev_F18  rev_F20   
D2 1.  0  0                       
D6 0.45 1.  0  0                      
D16 0.21 0.26 1.  0  0                     
D20 0.37 0.46 0.22 1.  0  0                    
E3 0.06 0.00 0.01 0.03 1.  0  0                   
E6 0.05 0.00 0.00 -0.03 0.30 1                   
E9 0.12 0.11 0.08 0.07 0.29 0.41 1.  0  0                 
E11 0.12 0.11 0.04 0.10 0.34 0.27 0.32 1.0  0                
E14 0.19 0.22 0.15 0.21 0.19 0.14 0.20 0.35 1.0  0               
E16 0.18 0.22 0.15 0.21 0.16 0.14 0.20 0.30 0.39 1.0  0              
E18 0.09 0.08 0.13 0.10 0.23 0.17 0.24 0.33 0.28 0.31 1.0  0             
D1 0.00 -0.11 0.07 -0.02 0.08 0.08 0.06 0.09 0.01 0.06 0.05 1.0  0            
D5 -0.05 -0.19 0.05 -0.07 0.09 0.09 0.03 0.04 -0.02 0.03 0.07 0.54 1.0  0           
D10 -0.03 -0.11 0.14 -0.04 0.06 0.10 0.05 0.04 0.01 0.08 0.04 0.51 0.53 1.00           
D13 0.01 -0.02 0.15 0.07 0.05 0.08 0.05 0.04 0.06 0.11 0.05 0.47 0.42 0.60 1.00          
D17 0.08 0.00 0.18 0.10 0.02 0.05 0.04 0.02 0.03 0.14 0.03 0.42 0.36 0.51 0.54 1.00         
D21 -0.10 -0.22 0.07 -0.08 0.07 0.10 0.01 0.02 -0.02 0.02 0.06 0.52 0.52 0.53 0.48 0.44 1.00        
F21 0.06 0.00 0.03 0.01 0.07 0.03 0.01 0.09 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.12 0.11 0.10 0.13 0.08 0.13 1.00       
F7 0.02 -0.07 0.02 -0.03 0.09 0.07 0.04 0.07 0.06 0.07 0.12 0.18 0.17 0.19 0.15 0.16 0.18 0.47 1.00      
F13 0.09 0.11 0.08 0.12 0.06 0.03 0.05 0.10 0.14 0.14 0.08 0.13 0.12 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.12 0.47 0.44 1     
F15 0.01 -0.04 0.03 -0.02 0.10 0.06 0.02 0.07 0.10 0.10 0.09 0.12 0.16 0.16 0.12 0.10 0.20 0.39 0.48 0.48 1.00    
rev_F10 -0.21 -0.31 -0.19 -0.26 0.01 0.03 -0.06 -0.05 -0.13 -0.17 -0.04 0.01 0.07 0.02 -0.02 -0.05 0.05 0.14 0.18 0.05 0.17 1.00   
rev_F18 -0.06 -0.06 -0.03 -0.04 -0.06 -0.05 -0.09 -0.09 -0.04 -0.03 -0.06 -0.09 -0.10 -0.09 -0.08 -0.06 -0.10 0.17 0.15 0.20 0.11 0.17 1.00  








 F2 F7 F13 F15 rev_F10 rev_F18 rev_F20 D4 D7 D9 D12 D15 D18 D23 D25 E2 E5 E8 E12 F3 F5 F8 F11 F17 
D4 0.08 0.05 0.09 0.04 -0.10 -0.04 -0.03 1.0  0                
D7 0.06 0.00 0.07 0.03 -0.09 -0.05 -0.08 0.50 1.0  0               
D9 0.12 0.07 0.08 0.06 -0.05 -0.07 -0.07 0.51 0.45 1.0  0              
D12 0.17 0.10 0.02 0.11 0.08 -0.04 -0.06 0.33 0.34 0.39 1.0  0             
D15 0.05 0.03 0.02 0.03 -0.07 -0.06 -0.05 0.50 0.44 0.50 0.40 1.0  0            
D18 0.09 0.02 0.06 0.05 -0.10 -0.07 -0.05 0.53 0.45 0.48 0.35 0.54 1.00            
D23 0.03 -0.02 0.06 -0.02 -0.16 -0.07 -0.08 0.46 0.41 0.44 0.30 0.46 0.52 1.0  0          
D25 0.03 -0.04 0.10 0.00 -0.23 -0.07 -0.06 0.42 0.38 0.37 0.21 0.43 0.48 0.49 1.0  0         
E2 0.05 0.01 0.12 0.02 -0.20 -0.04 -0.05 -0.12 -0.15 -0.08 -0.15 -0.15 -0.12 -0.04 0.03 1.0  0        
E5 0.02 0.05 0.04 0.03 -0.12 -0.09 -0.13 -0.05 -0.09 -0.07 -0.03 -0.09 -0.11 -0.02 -0.01 0.32 1.00        
E8 -0.01 -0.04 0.11 -0.03 -0.33 -0.07 -0.08 0.00 0.00 0.01 -0.15 -0.02 -0.01 0.11 0.19 0.51 0.27 1.00       
E12 0.00 -0.05 0.11 -0.03 -0.30 -0.10 -0.08 -0.04 -0.02 -0.01 -0.13 -0.05 -0.01 0.08 0.16 0.52 0.28 0.61 1.00      
F3 0.16 0.09 0.09 0.11 -0.11 -0.19 -0.16 0.13 0.10 0.15 0.12 0.14 0.16 0.12 0.12 0.00 0.01 0.06 0.02 1.00     
F5 0.10 0.20 0.03 0.14 0.03 -0.23 -0.25 0.09 0.08 0.10 0.15 0.08 0.11 0.07 -0.02 -0.06 0.03 -0.06 -0.07 0.39 1.00    
F8 0.04 0.09 0.00 0.01 -0.11 -0.27 -0.28 0.16 0.12 0.13 0.08 0.15 0.14 0.14 0.13 -0.03 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.42 0.43 1.00   
F11 0.05 0.05 0.07 0.05 -0.13 -0.30 -0.31 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.10 0.10 0.18 0.12 0.11 0.07 0.06 0.07 0.06 0.39 0.40 0.47 1.00  


























FREE FACTOR-LOADING GOODNESS OF FIT INDICES AND DISCRMINANT 





                                    Goodness of Fit Indices 
Indices Χ2(df) 
p-
value RMSEA1 NNFI2 CFI3 IFI4 ECVI5 NFI6 GFI7 AGFI8
Stage 1 2526.24 0.00 0.07 0.95 0.95 0.95 1.68 0.95 0.89 0.86 
Stage 2 2084.42 0.00 0.08 0.87 0.89 0.89 1.18 0.88 0.90 0.87 
Stage 3 2860.54 0.00 0.10 0.76 0.79 0.79 1.62 0.78 0.86 0.82 
           1Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; 2Non-Normed Fit Index; 3Comparative Fit Index; 4Incremental Fit      




Factors Correlation Matrix* 
Stage 1 DE IE OC CP 
DE (0.66) 0.001 0.35 0.15 
IE -0.08 (0.85) -0.37 0.71 
OC 0.48 -0.44 (0.86) -0.41 
CP 0.12 0.85 -0.53 (0.81) 
    
Stage 2 CS AS SP 
CS (0.73) 0.31 0.30 
AS 0.49 (0.80) 0.09 
SP 0.36 0 (0.74) 
    
Stage 3 DR SB NS 
DR (0.72) 0.21 0.04 
SB 0.29 (0.78) -0.092
NS 0.17 0.09 (0.71) 
                                       1non-significant; 2significant; * numbers in  
                                        parentheses are Cronbach’s Alpha; numbers to  
                                       the left of/below the diagonal are CFA Phi loadings;  
                                       numbers to the right of the diagonal are Pearson  
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